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The problem that stimulated this study is rooted in
uhat are considered to be serious conditions that
historically black colleges and universities face in the
1930s: declining enrollments and decreasing public and
private support. For these institutions, former students —
alumni - represent a significant source of private financial
support. This study examined the characteristics of alumni
who contributed to their alma mater and those who did not.
A descriptive survey method, using the Atlanta
University as a case study, was employed in the study. The
data were collected from responses to a mailed questionnaire
developed by the researcher. The data were analyzed using
correlation coefficient at the . 05 level of significance.
The null hypotheses proposed that there is no statistically
significant difference between donors and non-donors and:
(1) perceptions of quality of education; (2) level of
involvement in the Alumni Association and other alumni
activities; and (3) adequacy of communications from Atlanta
University about its needs and programs.
The results indicated that alumni who were involved in
the Alumni Association and participated in A.U. alumni
activites were more financially supportive than alumni who
were not involved. There were no statistically significant
relationships between donor status and perceptions of
quality of education and adequacy of communications from the
University regarding needs and programs.
The implications of the findings are that informed and
active alumni do not develop automatically. The University
must give attention to donor needs and interests. There must
be a systematized approach to encouraging alumni giving.
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The problem bhab sbimulabed bhis reeearch is roobed in
vrhat; are considered to be serious conditions that
historically black colleges and universities (HBCUs) face in
the 1980s: declining resources and competition for
available public and private monies. For these
institutions , forpjer students - alumni - represent a
significant source of private financial support. This study
examined the characteristics of alumni who contributed to
their alma mater. The problem addressed in this study was to
discover certain distinguishing characteristics of the
alumni of Atlanta University who have made a financial
contribution to their alma mater as opposed to other alumni
who have not made a financial contribution.
American higher education presently exists in a world
of increasing pressures on limited resources. Decline in
student enrollments and declining federal support mean an
intensified struggle for many institutions. "Producing the
resources with which to sustain and strengthen the soundest
instruction programs will become difficult for all
institutions in the 1980s" (Lavery. 1980. p. 32).
The financing of higher education is a focal point for
school presidents and college administrators. "More than
1
2
170 private colleges have closed their doors since 1965 in
the face of declining enrollments and sharply rising costs.
Some experts predict a further closing of between ten and
thirty percent of the nation’s 3,000 colleges in the next
decades, as the number of college age students shrinks about
tvienty to thirty percent from today’s level" (Dennis, 1986,
P. 51).
As private colleges enter the 1990s, new problems will
emerge. Internally, they must learn to eiqploy efficient
management techniques in order to properly deal with a
number of challenging external factors.
With costs continuing to increase steadily upward,
administrators of private colleges and universities will be
forced to explore additional sources of financial support.
Their options for remaining solvent include eliminating
programs, borrowing from endowments or banks, and increasing
tuition. According to Dennis (p. 52), most colleges and
universities have increased their tuition costs by seven to
ten percent a year, resulting in low—income and minority
students postponing enrollment in postsecondary schools.
Increasing tuition can increase income, but it does have a
consumer ceiling. Tuition costs that are considerably
higher than those of similar state-supported colleges may
discourage students from attending due to the higher cost.
Borrowing from endowments, banks, and other sources may ease
a current shortage: however, it may also lead to long-range
instability due to the cost of debt service (Koole, p. 4).
This national problem becomes more acute when it is
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observed, at historically black, colleses and universities
(HBCUs). The nation's predominantly black higher learning
institutions, with rare exceptions, have been faced with
budget deficits, low endowments, decreasing enrollments,
cutbacks in federal funding, and other difficulties which
impact their remaining accredited. The basic reasons given
by the heads of these institutions has, for the most part,
been an operating deficit which twice exceeds the operation
budget, and a lack of funds from the federal and private
sectors. In every instance, these institutions have
produced men and women who have distinguished themselves in
practically every major discipline in this country.
Historically, predominantly black colleges and universities
were the exclusive source of higher education for blacks.
According to Brown (1987), HBCUs are the foundation of
the black middle class. "The 114 Black colleges represent
only 5 % of all four-year colleges, yet they enroll in
e^K^ess of 270,000, or about 20X of all Black students and
have almost a million living alumni. They are Afro—America's
biggest bridge to success and the foundation of the Black
middle class. More than BOX of all Black college graduates
finished one of these institutions" (p. lO).
HBCUs produced great leaders such as Booker T.
Washington and U.E.B. DuBois, Educators; Langston Hughes,
Author and Poet; Martin Luther King, Jr. and Jesse Jackson,
Civil Rights Leaders; Andrew Young, former U.N. Ambassador
and currently Mayor of Atlanta, and thousands more.
According to the Council for Financial Aid to Education
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(CFAE), private financial support was the single largest
component of the $1.08 billion in voluntary support from the
private sector to colleges and universities in 1985-86. "A
25~percent Jump in giving by alumni and other individual
donors helped push total private support for higher
education to an estimated $7.4 billion, a new high"
(Desruisseaux, 1987, p. 1). Alumni donors gave an estimated
$1.83 billion to their alma maters, 25 percent more than the
year before.
The average gift from alumni uas $331 in 1986, up from
$265 the previous year (Chronicle of Higher Education, p.
40). The C.F.A.E. attributed the sharp rise in giving by
individuals in part to the growing number and the ambitious
goals of major institutional fund raising campaigns, and the
effectiveness of colleges in making their case for support.
While corporate giving to higher education has grown by
seventeen percent since 1980, it has remained unchanged for
black colleges and universities. The average endowment of
the forty-three member colleges of the United Negro College
Fund (UNCF) is $5.2 million — only half the average for all
private colleges nationwide (Ezell, 1987, p. 28).
Only twenty percent of blacks entering college now
attend UNCF institutions. "The proportion of blacks
enrolled in postsecondary schools declined to 9.6 percent,
a decrease from a peak of 10.3 percent" (Dennis, p. 53).
As this decade began, the total of black
undergraduates has leveled off at about 11 percent
of all college students - and now, for the first
time in two decades, it is actually dropping. In
the 1984-85 school year (the last for which
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national numbers are available) black, enrollment
declined 2.2 percentage points to 8.8 percent of
undergraduate population. This means, in other
words, that the proportion of blacks in college
decreased 20 percent (Vlilliams, 1987, p. 11).
Graduate education in the United States is
approximately one hundred years old, 1876 being the year
the Johns Hopkins Graduate School was established. During
these hundred years, graduate education in this country has
experienced good and bad times, and until the early 1970s,
the times have generally been good (Hartnett and Katz,
1977, p. 646). Now, however, as we pass the midpoint of the
1980s, it is clear that graduate education will have to
change or risk an antiquation that would betray its earlier
accomplishments. There is less money, and there may be fewer
students. According to the 1986 annual report by the
American Council on Education, black enrollment declined a
full 11.9 percent at graduate and professional schools
between 1980 and 1984 (Williams, p.ll).
Projected enrollment declines through the remainder of
the 1980s pose a serious threat to the nation's graduate
schools. As the student population dwindles, in order to
attract quality applicants and stabilize present enrollment
levels, graduate schools will be forced to mount more
creative and aggressive student recruitment campaigns
(Jackson, 1985, p. 210). Black enrollment in graduate
schools has declined by about twenty percent in the last
five years, according to Vice President Alan H. Kirschner of
the United Negro College Fund (Ezell, 1987, p. 28).
In an effort to combat the threat of plummeting
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enrollmentSs graduat;e achools should look to their alumni
For help.
ProFile oF Atlanta University
Atlanta University, a private coeducational university
comprising Five graduate and proFessional schools, was
Founded in 1865 and is the oldest graduate institution in
the nation serving a predominantly black student body. The
heritage oF Atlanta University is rich, providing a
Foundation on v^ich today’s scholars, teachers, and students
are building.
Atlanta University is responsible For graduate and
proFessional education in a consortium oF independent
institutions and boards which includes a graduate school oF
Arts and Sciences; proFessional schools oF Business
Administration, Library and InFormation Studies, Education,
and Social Uork; six denominational schools in the graduate
center For religion and theology; Four undergraduate liberal
arts colleges: Morris Brown (coed), Morehouse (men), Clark
(coed), and Spelman (women); and the Morehouse School oF
Medicine (Atlanta University Catalog, 1985—87). The Center
took its name From Atlanta University, the oldest oF the
institutions.
During the early years, the University concentrated on
primary and secondary education, preparing students to take
advantage oF college and university work. The First
baccalaureate degrees were granted in 1876, and in 1894 all
lower level work ce€ised. In 1929, the University aFFiliated
with two other institutions (Morehouse and Spelman colleges)
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to form the Atlanta University System. Since that time, the
University has devoted all of its resources to graduate and
professional education.
Throughout its history, Atlanta University has managed
to retain a place in higher education by attracting a
student body interested in its particular characteristics: a
traditional liberal arts curriculum; close relationships
among students, faculty, and administrations; a small
campus; and a value orientation. By 1950, one of every
three Black Americans with a master's degree had earned that
degree at Atlanta University. And, the University and its
alumni have made enormous contributions to society.
In spite of the University's history of training
minority educators and other leaders, the participation of
the University's alumni has been sporadic and minimal
(Jennings, 1985). While alumni records date back to 1931,
those records which are available, both written and oral
histories, indicate a lack of organization and emphasis
towards cultivating alumni by the University.
Records indicate that when solicited, alumni do
respond. In 1965, when the University celebrated its 100th
anniversary. 264 alumni contributed $18,290, the largest
amount rendered up to this period by alumni. During the
period 1966 through 1984, alumni gave an average of $22,000
annually, with the percentage of alumni donors being less
than three percent.
It is evident that part of the "sporadic giving" among
the University's alumni is buttressed by the fact that an
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alumni office was not established by the University until
1974. Even then, the main thrust of the office was to
establish a line of communication between alumni and the
University, thereby locating a number of ‘lost* alumni and
acquiring their support and participation in the
University’s programs (Jennings, 1985). The office was
disbanded in 1979 due to a lack, of funding. During the
period 1979 to 1984, there was no administrator assigned to
handle alumni affairs for the University, except a secretary
who answered on a limited scale letters and requests of
alumni. It should be noted that the University sent one
solicitation letter per year to its alumni during this
period. This minimal communication was due to lack. of
funds.
In November, 1984, the new president, during his
inaugural address, indicated that alumni affairs would be
one of the major priorities of the University. He said, "I
will seek, to involve the 10,000 living sons and daughters of
this institution in the total development of the University
(Williams, 1984). In February, 1985, a three time graduate
of the University and former trustee was appointed Assistant
Vice President for Alumni Development, and charged with
developing an alumni affairs program for the total
University.
A distinguished past, indeed, but what of Atlanta
University today?
Few institutions have faced more dramatic changes than
Atlanta University has over the past two decades. Atlanta
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University is currently experiencing a Fiscal crisis which
is not atypical oF similar crises at many other HBCUs. For
in excess oF a decade, Atlanta University has experienced
annual operating deFicits, a substantial portion oF which
has been Funded by quasi-endowment Funds, thereby reducing
the University's total endowment. Equally as important as
the deFicits are programmatic imbalances (e.g., variances in
student enrollments per Faculty); inadequate Facilities and
capital resources management and maintenance; an array oF
Financial management and organizational problems; and a lack
oF Funds From the Federal and private sectors.
In December, 1986, the University laid oFF support
personnel. Froze budgets, and reduced the salaries oF many
oF its senior level administrators - including a FiFteen
percent reduction in the chieF executive oFFicer's salary.
On March 7, 1987, the Board oF Trustees oF Atlanta
University voted to declare Financial exigency aFter a
30—day grace period. The 30-day grace period was initiated
to give various constituencies oF the University,
particularly the alumni, an opportunity to address the
Financial crisis. The 8,600 living alumni were among the
many groups (trustees. Faculty, staFF, private and public
sector donors) to whom appeals were made. According to the
Director oF Alumni AFFairs, the University's alumni had
never given more than $31 thousand in a Fiscal year prior to
1985. During the 1985—86 Fiscal year, the University's
alumni gave a total oF $101 thousand dollars to the
University and, as a result oF the appeal made in relation
10
to financial exigency, a total of $121,000 was received for
the year ending June 30, 1987.
At this critical time in the history of historically
black colleges and universities, there is a need to
determine the potential of the alumni to increase their
levels of giving. An increase in alumni support can impact
gifts and grants from foundations, corporations, and private
benefactors. Surprisingly, however, little is known about
the characteristics and attitudes of alumni donors and what
influences their patterns of giving; therefore, this study
was initiated.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to determine alumni
characteristics that influence the giving patterns of
graduates of Atlanta University. If these variables are
clearly identified and described, the University could
consider them when planning fund raising activities.
With HBCUs in general, and Atlanta University in
particular, facing a future complicated by continued cost
increases and potential declines in enrollment,
administrators must maximize every legitimate source of
revenue. A proper understanding of alumni characteristics
and attitudes toward giving which are predictive of donors,
will aid college officials in raising funds from their
alumni. Various departments within Atlanta University will
benefit and should build upon the results of the research,
particularly the offices of Alumni Affairs and Institutional
Development. The building blocks could be the formation of
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additional alumni groups and organizations based on the
premise that participation in voluntary organizations can
help broaden the base of alumni financial support and serve
as a basis for institutional advancement and a plan for fund
raising. An awareness of independent variables (alumni
characteristics) could be valuable for the Office of Alumni
Affairs, charged with the task, of increasing alumni support.
Armed with such information. this office could better
understand some of the motives of alumni donors and possibly
increase alumni support.
A study of certain characteristics eis applied to donor
and non—donor alumni should indicate a difference between
the characteristics of the two groups. It was proposed that
the independent variable (alumni characteristics) could
influence the dependent variable (donor status).
There is a lack of empirical information concerning the
reasons why alumni do or do not make contributions to higher
education institutions. The problem addressed in this
research is to discover certain distinguishing
characteristics of the alumni of Atlanta University who have
made a financial contribution to their alma mater as opposed
to other alumni who have not made a financial contribution.
The first concern of such an inquiry must be with the
development of a reasonable explanation of the factors utiich
influence the giving patterns of Atlanta University alumni.
Of particular relevance in this regard are such questions
as: Which alumni give, and which do not? In what ways do
those alumni who provide support differ from those who do
not.
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Although there are various factors that influence
giving patterns, it is believed that alumni could do more to
support the institution from which they received their
degrees.
Evolution of the Study
The literature suggests that there has been limited
investigation of alumni donors and their characteristics
which relate to donating. Further, among the systematic
studies of alumni giving, a prospective or predictive
orientation is rare, with the consequence that there is very
little known about "early" influences on or determinants of
subsequent giving by alumni. An intensive study of one
private institution and its alumni constituency was deemed
advantageous.
The institution chosen for this study was Atlanta
University. The investigator of this study has been
employed as a faculty member at Atlanta University for the
past nine and a half years. Interest in the problem began
during a recent fiscal crisis at the institution, with the
investigator actively participating in fund raising
strategies with the School of Social Work alumni. Further,
as the investigator began to research the literature,
interest in alumni financial support heightened. Having
observed the level of alumni involvement during the crisis
period, the need for a study of the role of alumni in
efforts to strengthen Atlanta University's financial base
seemed apparent. It was determined that a study of certain
characteristics as they applied to donor and non—donor
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alumni could indicate a difference between the
characterietics of the two groups. Such information could
allow university administrators to understand better what to
look for in a prospective donor.
Theoretical Framework
Theories undergirding this study are based upon
attitude and motivation. An attempt was made to integrate
attitude theory with theories of motivation. The
attitude-motivation relation was examined in the context of
social dimensions of gift behavior.
What is attitude theory? There are many theories
regarding attitude (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; Kiesler,
Collins, and Miller, 1969; Osgood and Tannenbaum, 1955).
Although different on the surface, most of these theories
are rather similar. More clearly than most, Fishbein*s
(1963; 1967) theory addresses the basic issues of what
causes the evaluative/affective attitude response.
Fishbein considers attitude to be a function of a set
of salient beliefs regarding an object. Specifically, one's
attitude toward an object or a behavioral act is a function
of the evaluations that are associated with the relevant or
salient beliefs about the object. In an extension of this
model, Fishbein further proposed that attitudes are a
primary causal influence on intentions to behave, which in
turn are a major determinant of overt behavior (Fennell,
1972, p.14).
Brakeley (1980), a nationally recognized fund raiser
with more than forty years of experience, has identified
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nine donor motivating factors that he perceives to influence
practically every fund raising campaign. These motivating
factors are:
1. Individuals, corporations, and foundations have
money to give.
2. The right person or persons ask. them, at the right
time, and in the right circumstances.
3. People have a sincere desire to help other people.
4. People wish to belong to or be identified with a
group or organization they admire.
5. Recognition of how vital their gifts can be
satisfies a need for a sense of personal power in
many people.
6. People have received benefits — often, personal
enjoyment, as from a symphony orchestra — from the
services of the organization and wish, in turn,
to support it.
7. People give because they "get something" out of the
giving.
8. People receive income and estate tax benefits
from giving.
9. People may "need" to give; i.e., altruism may not
be an option but a "love or perish" necessity for
many people.
Brakeley points out that the nine motivational factors
he has identified sometimes correspond to various
psychological, social and economic theories of human
behavior and that "altruism" is one of many possible
motives.
While these theories do not deal explicitly with alumni
giving, they were most helpful in the development of a
guiding framework and theoretical base. This study is
descriptive in design and the research gathered data which
described alumni characteristics that may influence giving
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to Atlanta University. The study is centered on the premise
that some alumni characteristics are predictive of alumni
support and that other characteristics are not predictive of
support. This theoretical premise proposes that whether an
alumnus will donate funds to her or his alma mater can be
predicated upon the alumnus' attitudes toward the University
which may or may not motivate her/him to give. A typical
pattern of what usually motivates donors to give or not give
is illustrated in Figure, 1.
In determining the inclination of alumni for "giving
something back" to their alma mater, it is necessary to
begin with an analysis of their attitudes toward the
institution. This theory proposes that whether an alumnus
will donate funds to her or his alma mater can be predicted
only by assessing the alumnus' attitudes toward giving, and
their beliefs about the efficacy for personal goals of
giving.
Since the multifarious attitudes run the gamut from
positions on politics, to community service, to focus on the
Afro-Centric perspective, the researpher has elected to use
one attitude that seemed to be common to this target
population. The graduates' perceptions of the "quality" of
their education seemed to impact on the inclination to give.
Additionally, frequent communications from the
University and involvement in alumni affairs by graduates
have tended to meet the donors' needs. Essentially, this
behavior is the same in any family or other significant
relationship. However, it is rare that one may have such an
16
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important encounter, and then choose whether to be
responsible with apparent impunity. It is paramount that
the student emerge from the graduate experience feeling that
she/he has acquired something of value. Therefore, the
university must extend the conversation, accompanying the
graduates into industry. Thus, hopefully, guaranteeing
support from the graduate.
Research Questions
The areas of alumni characteristics (independent
variables) explored in this study include: (1) academic
experiences; (2) alumni involvement/attitudes; and (3)
personal data related to present circumstances. The
research questions concern alumni philanthropy related to
academic, social and personal characteristics. Answers to
these questions were determined by the analysis of the data
received from the subjects of the study. Specifically,
there are five research questions which are theoretically
supported by those factors which the literature identifies
as influencing alumni giving. The questions are designed to
determine the relevance of these variables when applied to
Atlanta University.
1. To what extent have academic experiences influenced
alumni support or non-support for Atlanta
University?
2. To what extent are alumni donors and non-donors
involved in alumni activities?
3. What are the specific feelings and attitudes that
alumni express about the quality of their
education?
4. To what extent have institutional communications
influenced financial contributions?
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5. Is there any significant difference between donors
and non—donors on selected key items, such as grade
point average, where undergrauate degree received,
benefit of training, source of funding while
attending the the University, and demographic data,
such as age, sex, geographic region of residence,
occupation and income?
Study Hypotheses
The research questions generated the following
hypotheses:
Hi: In the area of academic experiences, it was
hypothesized that there are no statistically significant
relationships between alumni donors and non-donors and
perceptions of quality of education received at Atlanta
University.
Hz: In the area of alumni involvement, there are no
statistically significant relationships between alumni
donors and non-donors and level of involvement in the
Atlanta University Alumni Association and participation in
Atlanta University activities.
Ha: In the area of communication from the university,
there are no statistically significant relationships between
alumni donors and non-donors and attitudes toward adequacy
of communications from Atlanta University regarding needs
and programs.
Limitations of the Study
This study was limited to alumni of Atlanta
University's five graduate and professional schools. In
light of Atlanta University’s status as a graduate
institution only, results should not be indiscriminantly
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applied to alumni of other private colleges and
universities. Caution should also be taken when comparing
the results of this study with the results of similar
research. The other researchers conducted their studies of
the alumni of universities which were much larger than
Atlanta University. It is further limited in that the
sample size was small and the data were self-reported.
Definition of Terms
The following operational definitions relate
specifically to the topic to be addressed in this study and
are defined here to facilitate understanding.1.Alumni - (plural of alumnus) Those persons who have
completed at least one semester at Atlanta
University. This definition is the same as that
which is used by Atlanta University’s Office of
Alumni Affairs.
2. Alumni Association - An organization of graduates
and former students of a college or university
whose purpose is to promote growth and developoment
of their alma mater.
3. Annual Fund Campaign - A fund drive that solicits
contributions from alumni on an annual basis.
4. Communication - A medium that includes alumni
appeal letters, phonathons, quarterly bulletins,
bulletins, personal solicitations, and chapter
organizations.
5. Donor - An individual who contributed financially
to Atlanta University within the last five years.
6. HBCU - Historically black colleges and universities
established primarily for blacks and operated until
recently, with few exceptions, as part of the
dejure segregated system of education (Uright,
1981. p. 56).
7. Non-Donor — An individual who has not made a




This chapter has been devoted to providing an
introduction to the research problem. After presenting the
need for the study, the chapter dealt with a statement of
the problem, theoretical framework and research questions,
evolution of the study, limitations of the study, and
definitions of the key terms which were of primary use in
the study.
Chapter II is a review of related literature. It
provides information on the background and present status of
alumni support of colleges and universities. Special
attention is given to alumni of historically black colleges
and universities (HBCUs).
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
INTRODUCTION
There are feu studies which have been conducted on
alumni fund raising for colleges and universities, and
fewer still that relate specifically to HBCUs. The review
of the literature will present those studies most related
to characteristics of college and university alumni donors
and non—donors.
The review of the literature is divided into three
sections: (1) The History and Current Status of HBCUs; (2)
Motivational Factors Associated With Giving; and (3)
Research on Alumni Giving Patterns.
The History and Current Status of HBCUs
This study dealt with the alumni of Atlanta University,
a historically black, graduate institution; therefore, a
brief history of HBCUs in the United States is appropriate.
Blacks are the only minority for whom a separate system of
higher education has been maintained. The system began more
than a century ago, but there are now two basic types of
black colleges and universities: the historically black
colleges and universities (HBCUs), and the newer black
colleges and universities.
In his study of Black Higher Education in the Eighties,
Wright (1981) offers a historical overview of HBCUs:
21
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These schools were established primarily for
blacks and were operated until recently as part of
the de jure segregated system of education. All
except four of these institutions — Cheney State
College and Lincoln University in Pennsylvania,
and Wilberforce University and Central State
University in Ohio - were located in the South.
The group includes other well-known institutions,
such as Howard University, Fisk University,
Hampton University, Tuskegee Institute, Morehouse
College, and Morgan State University. There are
lOO such institutions, 61 private and 39 public,
and they range in size from those with less than
500 students to those with some 10,000. (pp.
54-57)
The newer predominantly black colleges and
universities, on the other hand, were established to serve
an area or a mission without regard to race. Most of these
institutions were established within the last 30 years. They
are de facto predominantly black because of the demography
of the area they serve. And, unlike the HBCUs, they are
located in various sections of the country. They include:
the University of the District of Columbia, Malcolm X
College in Chicago, Shelby State Community College in
Memphis, and Compton College in California. Figure 2,
located in the Appendix, shows the distribution of alumni of
historically black colleges and the location of those
colleges as of 1979.
Although the great majority of the HBCUs are
baccalaureate-granting institutions, 28 offer master's
degrees, and 8 (Atlanta University, Howard University,
Morgan State University, The Interdenominational
Theological Center (ITC), Meharry Medical College, Texas
Southern University, and Tennessee State University) now
offer doctoral degrees and ten offer one or more
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first—prof‘es3ional degrees.
Allen (1978) offered a profile of HBCUs of the nation
in a paper presented at the Alumni Conference Section of the
NAFEO Conference on Blacks in Higher Education, Washington,
D.C., in 1978. Most of these institutions had their
beginning immediately following the Civil War. The majority
of them were established by Northern and Southern whites and
blacks through such vehicles as missionary societies and
church groups; Baptist, Methodist, Presbyterian, Lutheran,
etc. A primary motivation for the establishment of these
institutions was to provide the newly freed slaves a means
for achieving an education . . . such an education as would
enable them to make the adjustment from being slaves to
being freedmen and responsible citizens.
Allen notes that between 1826 and 1914 historically
black colleges produced 4,171 academic degreed graduates;
whereas northern white colleges during this same period
produced 636 academic degreed black graduates (p. 1).
Between 1914 and 1936 historically black colleges produced
21,526 academic degreed blacks and 5,164 professional
degreed blacks. During this same period, white colleges
produced 4,756 academic degreed blacks and 1,031
professional degreed blacks (p. 2).
In examining the contributions of graduates from HBCUs
to the larger society, Allen's research findings reflect
that these schools, as of 1970, had been responsible for
producing:
Seven of the fourteen Black United Nation appointees
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Four of the eight most recent Black Ambassadors
Three-fourths of the Commissioned Black Army
Officers
Sixty-four percent of a sample of 80 Black
federal officials serving in the Executive Branch
of Government holding ratings of GS-14 up to
cabinet level
Three of nine Black Representatives and the lone
Senator in Congress
Sixty-four percent of Black State Legislators who
attended college
Eighty—three percent of all Black physicians
(Meharry and Howard Medical Schools)
Ninety percent of the social workers and teachers
Seventy—six percent of the lawyers
The graduates of HBCUs, most of whom reside in the
Southeastern states, carry the brunt of the responsibility
for assuming professional citizenship responsibilities that
are essential to the integration of our society.
In Blacks in Colleges. Dr. Jacqueline Fleming states
that black colleges effectively impart the orientation and
skills that will allow black students to function well in
American society: aspiration, confidence, motivation, and
the ability to enjoy competition in the integrated workplace
(Brown,1887, p. 10). Therefore, black colleges serve, you
might say, as a stepping stone to the mainstream and a truly
desegregated society.
Overall, only twenty percent of all black college
students attend a predominantly black college, but more than
fifty percent of today's black graduates are produced by
these 114 schools. Conversely, while eighty pecent go to
white colleges, less than fifty percent of the black
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college graduates come from those 3,200 schools. About
seven out of ten blacks at white colleges and universities
never graduate. The exact opposite is true at black
colleges and universities; seven out of ten graduate. On
that basis, black colleges create employment. (Brown, 1987,
P. lO).
In response to the question, Ulhat's next for the black
college and who should have a part in providing answers to
the question. Turner (1983) is persuaded that there are
seven groups in our society that will or can play an
important role in determining the answers. The groups
inc1ude:
- The administrations and faculties
- The governing boards
- Public officials
— Denominational groups for the church related colleges
— Philanthropic agencies
- Officials of business and industry
— Alumni
Turner feels that while the failure of any one of these
groups could jeopardize the future of some HBCUs, the alumni
have the most compelling reason to help determine what's
next for the black college, for they are the princpal
beneficiaries of the service of these institutions. Ho
states that the alumni can help the black college with all
four of its toughest problems; namely:
They can help the institution to enroll adequate
numbers of students, for successful and
enthusiastic alumni are among the best recruiters
any college can have.
1.
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2. They can help the institution, particularly young
alumni, to develop programs of competitive
Quality because they know the areas of strengths
and weaknesses on the basis of their very recent
firing-line experience.
3. They can help the institution to continue to be
responsive to the special needs of black students
and to the special needs of the black community
because they understand both.4.They can help the institution secure more adequate
financial support through their own annual giving
and by helping the presidents and the development
officers to identify sources of money... (p.27—28)
Allen (p. 5) notes that these colleges and universities,
both public and private, have had the common experience of
being underfunded since their inception. He feels that this
condition, plus the severe need for education on the part of
Black people, and the commitment of thousands of teachers,
perhaps make for the most economic and productive chapter in
higher education systems in America. It wasn't until the
1960s that more attention began to be directed to the
inequitab1e budgetary treatment that the HBCUs were
receiving from the private, public and federal sectors.
Allen concludes by stating that HBCUs have established
an entre to education that has been effective in reaching
out to the most educationally and economically deprived
people of our nation and prepare them so that they are able
to enter and compete successfully for degrees from the best
historically white graduate schools in the nation.
Allen is currently conducting a survey update to
determine, among other things, the strength of HBCU alumni,
the state of organization among them, and the level of
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support alumni are providing. His appeal to presidents oF
HBCUs is to share inFormation about their alumni, to the end
oF helping to better determine the potential For
institutional selF-help with a particular Focus on
encouraging this huge resource to become more involved in
eFForts to save the institutions.
Wright (1981, p.55) states that the extent to which
HBCUs will contribute to the Future status oF the higher
education oF blacks will depend on the extent to which they
can continue to do the Following:
1. Attract students in adequate numbers.
2. Meet regional accreditation standards.
3. Be responsive to the need to develop
curricula to meet the changing demands
oF the times.
4. Attract Financial support.
Wright also states that the promise oF Financial support For
the private colleges and universities is somewhat more
diFFicult to assess. Surprisingly, however, he acknowledges
that "blacks have contributed and are continuing to
contribte signiFicantly to improving the status oF higher
education oF blacks, but, along with others, they must do
considerably more iF the desired level is to be achieved"
(Wright, p.57).
"The loss oF accreditation in December, 1986 by three
Financially troubled black colleges — Bishop College in
Dallas, Texas; and Knoxville and Morristown Colleges in
Tennessee - could have ominous implications, not only For
historically black colleges, but For small, private
colleges, educators say" (Atlanta Journal and Constitution,
1986, p. 2A).
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The Commission on Colleges oF the Southern Association oF
Colleges and Schools, in revoking the three colleges*
accreditation, did not crticize the colleges' educational
perFormance, but questioned their long-term Financial
stability.
There are some schools among the HBCU group that appear
to be Fairing well, such as Morehouse College, Spelman
College, North Carolina Agricultural and Technical State
University, Johnson C. Smith University, and Hampton
University. "Spelman is blessed by a healthy $41 million
endowment and a generous, distinguished roster oF alumnae —
including novelist Alice Walker and civil rights attorney
Marian Wright Edelman" (Leslie, 1987, p. 22).
Hampton University, long known For its academic
excellence and its sizeable endowment has developed a team
oF managers and a Fund-raising program that practically
assures its distinction oF being the nation’s richest Black
institution oF higher learning (Lyons, 1987). "According
to a 1986 survey oF college endowments by the National
Association oF College and University Business OFFicers,
Hampton University ranks 93rd among the nation's top
colleges and universities with an endowment oF $76.5
million. The endowment For 1987 was . . . $84 million (Lyons,
p. 54). Unlike most HBCUs, enrollments at Hampton
University have grown in recent years and competition to
enroll at Hampton has become Fierce. "Last year, the
university had already received 6,011 applications For the
800 slots in the Freshman class oF 1991. OFFicials also say
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the SAT college entrance examination scores of incoming
students have increased by 135 points to a combined score
for language and mathematics over 900 points, reflecting a
higher caliber of Hampton student" (Lyons, p. 56).
Of particular relevance to this study is the fact that
Hampton has the support of 110 national alumni organizations
whose contributions exceed the national $87 per-capita
average by $20, according to the school's development
office. "Alumni contributions helped the school exceed its
planned 1982 drive to raise $30 million in five years by
actually raising $46 million in three years. . . (Lyons, p.
58).
A study (Taylor, 1985) of the nation's black schools
describes a more favorable outlook for other HBCUs as well.
From interviews with several college presidents, the study
reports that black colleges continue to play a critical role
in providing educational oppportunities for students vrfio do
not have strong academic backgrounds or the money to pay the
higher costs typical at other schools. And, by being able
to learn more at a black school about their race, culture,
and history, they can develop a strong sense of worth.
One college president believes that alumni support the
school with the same fervor they showed in 1960, when soma
of them led the first lunch counter sit-ins. At this
college, a recent three—year fund raising campaign, naii»d
"Focus on Excellence", reached its $5 million goal in two
years. Within a year, this president wants to start raising
another $25 million to $30 million by marketing the
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scientific talent on his campus to do the kind of research
the government and private sector want (Taylor, 1985).
Another president attributes his school's success to
the fact that it is being run like a business. Endox<mient
has increased from $2 million to $5 million in the past
three years. These college presidents are trying to
convince corporate America that they are going to be around
for a long time.
Bleak though the picture may appear for most HBCUs,
Wright (1981) seemed encouraged by indications of
substantial continuing support for HBCUs as evidenced by
increasing United Negro College Fund (UNCF) donations. In
1970, the UNCF raised $7,230,871; by lOT’O, the amount had
increased to $18,168,837. Wright predicted that issues
involving the higher education of the nation's largest
minority would inevitably be put on the national agenda for
the 1980s.
Motivational Factors Associated With Giving
According to Cheal (1986), giving to others is an
indicator of conventional morality. Through their decision
to give, individuals make statements about their
relationship to the society in which they live, and thereby
contribute to whatever sense of moral order exists in that
society. In his study, Cheal identified three classes of
factors that structure gift behavior: (1) interaction
processes within personal relationships; (2) economic
resources; and (3) social statuses. He found that the
relational significance of gifts is particularly evident
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where one gift is matched by a return gift in a process of
reciprocity. He notes that private giving normally occurs
between individuals who are involved in a continuous
relationship. Private gifts are conventional signs of love
and caring, and serve to define important ties between
persons. On the other hand, public giving usually takes the
form of donations or contributions to voluntary
organizations, and for the most part they take the form of
practical assistance to activities that are considered to be
* good causes’.
Philanthropy, and in particular the giving of money,
appears logically to be a function of psychological motives
that are more subjective in nature than they are
physiological. The gesture to help another individual or
group by giving them money may be viewed as a way to reduce
psychological tension for the giver, but it is unlikely to
be perceived as a satisfier for basic physiological needs.
The giving of money might be readily viewed from the
motivational perspective of satisfying a higher level need,
such as self-esteem, a need proposed by Maslow (19TO), from
the perspective that such giving is motivated by altruism, a
motivational factor proposed by McClanahan <1977). He
observed that “in the purest definitional form, altruism
does not exist, for the individual seeks some 'personal
gain' in his activity."
Altruism proposes that an unselfish interest in the
welfare of others is a principal factor for the motivation
of giving (Anderson, 1981). Altruistic motives emerge in
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part from the influences of religion. Christianity,
Buddhism, Islam, and Judaism all stress compassion for
suffering and an obligation of the wealthy toward the
unfortunate. “Philanthropy began with individual giving
because of their love, concern, and compassion for other
individuals. As these persons prospered, they shared with
those less fortunate than themselves" (Knudsen, 187^, p.
12). In Anderson's survey (1881) which probed reasons for
giving, most people said they gave because of an obligation
to help the needy. However, when asked why others gave,
they said the main motivating factors wore the desire for
social status, prestige, respect and self-acclaim.
What motivates givers? Does giving spring from
sympathy for a suffering fellowman, or from a desire to feel
superior? How far does the social group determine the
giving pattern? What sorts of people give, how much, and
why? Answers to these questions are of great importance to
philanthropy. This is reflected in a study by Andrevns
(1853), who conducted interviews with people of various
income levels and other groupings to determine the motives
of givers. He interviewed 81 different persons to determine
givers' attitudes toward particular agencies and toward
giving in general. The study revealed that one of the first
principles of fund raising is, to get money you have to ask
for it, and this was abundantly confirmed in the majority of
Andrews' interviews. The study found that givers proved more
tolerant of various forms of pressure and of multiple
appeals than had been anticipated. It also found that while
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each specific gift is a personal decision, patterns of
giving are largely built up by community practices, social
pressures, and the mores of the groups to which the
individual belongs. Andrei’s states that the sheer habit and
imitation of others are the basis for much giving.
"Probably no other factor has so great an influence in
determining the character and amount of giving as the social
group. People's giving habits vary widely with... their
income bracket, their local community, and the persons with
whom they.. associate" (Andrews, 1953). Andrews concluded
that donors may be favorably disposed toward a particular
organization, read their literature, and take their own
community responsibiiities seriously, but generous giving
proceeds usually from personal contact with the problem.
In this connection, Davis (1969) calls for more
attention to donor needs. He accuses colleges of giving
scant attention to donor needs. problems, and interests.
"Although donors provide from a fourth to a half of the
operating funds of the private colleges, they are regarded
as ’outsiders'" (p. 233).
The four fundamental donor needs are summarized by
Davis as:
1. Knowledge that gift money is being carefully,
thoughtfully, and effectivey spent.
2. Knowledge that results — tangible, definite
results - commensurate with the amount of the
gift, are being attained.
A sense of satisfaction in a significant




4. Involvement in the enterprise - “The college
vents me, vents my idees end suggestions, es veil
es my money. They velue me es e person. '
Thus, ettention to donor needs is en importent concept for
colleges end universities in their struggle vith finenciel
problems.
In order for institutions end orgenizetions to survive,
ve need to knov much more ebout givers' ettitudes in todey's
chenging world. Herek (1986) proposed thet ettitudes should
be viev;ed es stretegies for meeting personel needs; they
serve psychologicel functions. In his reseerch he describes
the personelity, situetionel, end domein cherecteristics es
likely influences on the functionel velue of ettitudes. Some
of the questions vhich Herek reises include: How do people
develop personel stences toverd objects end events of the
vorld? How ere sociel issues releted to personel life? He
ergues thet ettitudes ere stretegies for setisfying
psychologicel needs.
Herek ettempted to reexemine the besic essumption of the
functionel epproech to ettitudes first erticuleted three
decedes ego, but now mostly neglected. "According to
Fishbein and AJzen (1975; AJzen end Fishbein, 1980),
behavior is shaped largely by the intention to behave, which
results from attitudes toward the specific behaviors that,
in turn, are shaped by beliefs about the utility of the
behavior for meeting personal goals and by perceived social
norms governing the behavior. " (p. 100) This theory would
propose, for example, that whether an alumnus will donate
funds to her or his alma mater can be predicted only by
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a3sessing the alumnus' attitudes toward giving, her or his
beliefs about the efficacy for personal goals of giving, and
her or his perception of social approval or disapproval
associated with that giving behavior. Herek points out,
however, that, while potentially useful for prediction and
methodologically defensible, this approach sacrifices
considerable insight into the psychological processes that
underlie behavior and intentions.
Alumni Giving
According to the Council for Financial Aid to Education
(C.F.A. E. ), private financial support for colleges and
universities rose by a record $1.08-billion in academic
year 1985—86, thanks to a sharp increase in contributions
from individuals (Desruisseaux, 1987, p. 1). During this
period, alumni donors gave an estimated $1.83-billion to
their alma maters, 25 percent more than the previous year.
The president of C.F. A. E. , John R. Haire, stated that this
increase in individual giving demonstrated that Americans
believe strongly in higher education and are convinced
thatcolleges and universities need financial support from
private sources.
The C.F.A.E. survey found a significant decrease in the
growth of corporate contributions to higher education, and
that the rise in gifts from individuals more than made up
for the fall in the growth rate of corporate contributions.
Alumni giving has always been vital to colleges and
universities in the United States. According to Keller
(1979)
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In the United States more than in any other
country, private schools and the colleges and
universities depend For their survival and support
on their graduates. Alumni. . . are a critical
prop For higher education in America. So, to an
unusual extent, American colleges have to woo,
inForm, and engage their graduates, as well as
several adjacent publics such as the parents oF
present students, political legislators and
executives, community groups, and businessmen, (p.
1)
The American tradition oF alumni Financial support For
colleges and universities has been studied From several
perspectives. Included in this review are: (1) studies
concerned with both general characteristics and selected
speciFic characteristics oF individual institutions; and (2)
studies conducted to determine iF there are variables
(alumni characteristics) which inFluence whether or not
alumni become Financial supporters. These studies were
examined For their relationship to this study.
In a national study oF alumni, Spaeth and Greeley
(1970) Found that alumni who said that they were emotionally
attached to their alma mater were more likely than others to
make a contribution. They also Found that being critical oF
one's alma mater was not strongly related to making a giFt
or Failing to do so. The statistical relationship showed
that people who were critical were somewhat less likely to
contribute, but not very much so.
Spaeth and Greeley also Found a small relationship
between college size and giving; the alumni oF smaller and
presumably more intimate colleges were more likely to be
contributors.
McKee (1975) Found a positive relationship between
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being a member of an alumni organization and making a
financial contribution. He also found a significant
relationship between the extent of involvement in alumni
organizations and activities and financial contributions.
According to Lavery (1980), president of Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University, "an effective
alumni relations program provides the base on which an
overall institutional advancement program can be planned and
implemented" (p. 35). Lavery feels that an effective alumni
relations program must begin among the faculty members,
staff, and their academic leadership. He notes that
demographic trends such as declining numbers of young people
in traditional college-age brackets, portend serious
enrollment problems on many campuses.
Virginia Tech has reorganized all of the institutional
advancement functions in the office of the vice president
for development and university relations. This includes:
alumni relations, fund raising, public affairs,
publications, government relations, and so on. Lavery felt
that the central task of the development or institutional
advancement division is the identification of people and
organizations that may be potential sources of support, and
the systematic cultivation of the relationship that will
make such support possible.
Lavery views the independent alumni association as
valuable to the university. It speaks to alumni and to the
larger public with greater credibility than could an
administrative officer of the institution. An independent
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alumni association with able leadership provides an
organizational base for a wide range of institutional
advancement efforts, including the generation of significant
financial support through the alumni annual fund and other
fund-raising programs. Lavery concludes by stating that:
informed and active alumni do not develop
automatically. Their associations on the campus as
students are the greatest factor in generating
close association with the institution following
graduation. Alumni staff should develop
alumni—related student programs that identify
and involve student leaders in volunteer
assignments. ... The college or university that
has not organized an alumni relations program
carefully integrated with institutional
advancement objectives and firmly rooted in the
instruction programs will regret it" (p. 36).
Only a few studies from the literature review were
related to black institutions of higher learning. Allen
(1981) conducted a comparative study of alumni attitudes
toward their alma mater at selected small black church
related colleges in Texas. The study also addressed the
development and operation of Alumni Affairs programs.
Questions related to this concern were: (1) How is the
alumni association organized? (2) Ulhat programs does the
alumni association provide for the college and for the
alumni? (3) What is the operational relationship between the
alumni association and the college? (4) How many graduates
has the college produced, and what are the size parameters
of the association and its subgroups?
Analysis of the data revealed the following major
findings: (1) Financial contributions made by alumni are
socially motivated and related to alumni involvement in
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aocial groups and their alumni association. (2) Donors tend
to be satisfied with their undergraduate experiences. (3)
Alumni giving is influenced by their increased awareness of
institutional needs. (4) There is no significant difference
in the attitudes of donors and non—donors with respect to
pride in their alma mater. (5) The alumni at these small
private colleges tend to bo very supportive of their alma
mater. (6) Most of the alumni associations have not
developed significantly since they were organized. (7)
Alumni associations that have more alumni chapters and large
chapter membership tend to have more alumni donors. (8) The
alumni associations and the alumni affairs programs at the
20 colleges might profit greatly by internal and external
studies.
In 1975, Allen (1978) conducted a survey of 86 HBCUs in
an effort to highlight the alumni support potential and to
stimulate more interest on the part of these institutions in
tapping this potential. Some of the findings are described
as follows:
Public institutions reported being in contact with
78,911, or 64 percent of their alumni; private
institutions reported contact with 68,378, or 61
percent.
Public institutions reported a lack of contact
with an average of 3,174 of their alumni, while
the private sector institutions reported an average
of 2,047 such alumni per institution.
While the public institutions tended to have
more alumni who, in a few instances, gave more per
person than the alumni of the private institutions,
more of the private sector alumni gave gifts that
were, on an average, larger than those given by
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sector the average gift size ranged from a low of
$14 to a high of $234 per alumnus; while the
private sector’s range was from a low of $9 to a
high of $1,000.
Only one public and one private institution
did not have a director of Alumni Affairs; in both
instances these appeared to be interim situations.
The implications of these findings, as described by
Allen are:
The alumni of these public and private
predominantly black institutions represent vast
untapped resources.
Survival and continued viability of these
institutions is dependent upon how active their
alumni become politically.
A national effort is needed to make alumni of
both the public and private HBCUs aware of their
potential to help the cause of higher education for
black Americans, not only with their dollars, but
with the employment of their political clout to
influence policy making at the federal level.
Turner (1983) conducted a study of alumni support in
black colleges. In 1982, questionnaires wore mailed to
presidents of approximately one hundred HBCUs requesting
information on alumni support; seventy-five schools
responded. The information obtained indicated that
financial support by alumni to their respective alma maters
was far less than the potential. Turner found that alumni
gave less than $7 million annually to their alma maters.
Contributions of graduates from private colleges ranged from
one percent to eighty—three percent; the range for
graduates from public colleges was from one percent to forty
percent. Table 1, located in the Appendix, shows the data
supplied by the seventy-five institutions responding to the
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survey.
Ferguson (1985), an alumnus of Atlanta University,
conducted a study of developmental strategies betueen
Atlanta University and its alumni in the promotion of alumni
support for Atlanta University. The primary purpose of his
research was to discover certain distinguishing
characteristics of the alumni of Atlanta University who
supported their alma mater as compared to other alumni who
refused to do so; and to redesign a better data base for the
effective operation and management of alumni aiffairs at
Atlanta University. Ferguson sampled two hundred alumni,
along with interviews with key administrative staff and
deans of the various colleges. Included among his findings
were: (1) Financial contributors were more informed about
the needs and new programs of the University than
non-contributors; (2) The majority of the alumni were not
asked to give time and service to the University; (3) The
most effective method of soliciting financial support was by
a personal letter from a classmate; (4) There was a
significant relationship favoring the contributors on
soliciting funds by letter from the University. Ferguson
recommended that the Alumni Association and the University
thoroughly engage in the continuation of this type of
inquiry into the nature of its alumni. Ho predicted that
this typo of information could provide the basis for future
investigations such as this present study.
Atlanta University recognizes the vital importance of
an effective alumni relations program. In 1985, the
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univeraifcy launched five new programs for its alumni. The
programs, designed to involve the 10,000 plus alumni in the
affairs of the university, included: Student Recruitment,
Chapter Development, Placement Assistance, Government and
Federal Relations, and Resource Development. According to
Dr. Robert Jennings, Director of Alumni Affairs at Atlanta
University, "It will not cost alumni one penny to
participate in four of the five programs. Ue desperately
need the skills and expertise of those wo have trained. It
is a way for alumni to give back a little time, talent, and
service, and it is a way for the university to cut some of
the rising costs" (The Atlanta University Alumni Update,
1985, p.l>.
Payoffs from the implementation of these programs were
reflected by an annual fund campaign during the 1985—86
fiscal year. (The Atlanta University Alumni Update, 1986).
This was the first time in the 121-year history of Atlanta
University that its Annual Alumni Fund reached its targeted
goal, raising $101,000. Dr. Jennings commented, "I knew
that our alumni would respond favorably during this period
of decreased federal and private sector support. ...Although
the number of donors to the fund tripled from over previous
years, there is still a need for alumni to gi\«" (p. 1).
Several studies were conducted to determine if there
were certain alumni characteristics which influenced
patterns of alumni giving. Some studies found that the
distance one lived from the institution's campus appeared to
be a significant variable in describing the supporting
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alumni. Those alumni located. nearer the institution were
significantly more likely to be contributors (McKee, 1975;
Caruthers, 1973).
Blumenfeld and Saratin (1974) found that males were
significantly more likely to be contributors than females.
McNulty (1977) found no difference in donors and non—donors
based on gender. With respect to age, he found no
relationship between age in general and alumni giving.
McNally (1985) conducted an analysis of alumni
philanthropy related to personal, academic and social
characteristics. The rationale for the study was based on
the observation that motivations for giving, as well as
patterns of giving, have changed over the years. The study
was conducted at California State University at Sacramento.
A random sample of subjects was drawn by locating graduates
from the years 1980 to 1983. The researcher saw the need for
additional alumni groups, campus clubs, and organizations
based upon the premise that participation in voluntary
organizations can help broaden the base of alumni monetary
support. A similar study was conducted by Koole (1981) to
determine which variables (alumni characteristics) may
influence the giving patterns of alumni to their alma mater.
Data from questionnaires mailed to all of the alumni of Los
Angeles Baptist College were analyzed to determine whether
an alumnus was a donor or nondonor. The twenty—eight alumni
characteristics studied were divided into five categories:
(a) academic achieven»nt; (b) financial factors; (c)
extra-curricular activities; (d) present circumstances and
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attitudes; and (e) precollege circumstances.
It uas determined that the following areas of alumni
characteristics were predictive of alumni support: (a) level
of involvement as students or as alumni; (b) family
situation of alumni; (c) income level of alumni; (d) age of
alumni; and (e) current attitude of alumni toward their alma
mater.
The study found that the following areas of alumni
characteristics were not predictive of alumni support: (a)
distance from campus; (b) frequency of disciplinary action
for inappropriate social behavior; (c) precollege
circumstances; (d) academic achievements; and (e) method
used to finance education.
In the area of financial income, Koole found that
alumni with higher incomes were more supportive than alumni
with lower incomes, and in another area Koole found that
older alumni were more supportive than younger alumni.
Koole concluded that certain alumni characteristics may
influence whether alumni are donors or nondonors.
Beeler (1982) examined predictors of alumni
philanthropy in private universities. His premise was that
college alumni are in a powerful position to influence all
sources of voluntary support to higher education, however,
surprisingly little is known about the characteristics and
attitudes of alumni donors. His study tested the ability of
fourteen demographic and attitudinal variables to
discriminate between alumni donors and non—donors, as well
as limited donors and substantial donors, to the annual
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campaign oF a private research university in the Northeast.
The sample consisted oF graduates From the institution
between 1960 and 1969. Questionnaires were mailed to 1,000
randomly selected alumni. Analysis oF variance procedures
were utilized to test the initial hypothesis oF no
diFFerence between the donor and non—donor groups on each oF
the independent variables. To predict group membership as
donor or non—donor, a single Function, two—group
discriminant analysis procedure was applied.
The Findings revealed that donors and non-donors
diFFered signiFicantly on eight variables: (1) year oF
graduation; (2) undergraduate school; (3) receipt oF
institutional scholarship or grant; (4) enrollment at
another college subsequent to graduation; (5) current
occupation; (7) satisFaction with undergrauate preparation
For First job, and (8) emotional attachment to alma mater.
Suggestions For Further study included replication oF
the study in varying types oF institutions, such as public
research universities, regional state universities, and
liberal arts colleges.
Summary
The studies presented indicate that colleges and
universities in America continue to Face serious problems.
The economic and social problems that plague the nation have
created a diFFicult environment For higher education,
particularly the historically black colleges and
universities. But oF all the problems that black colleges
Face in the 1980s, none is more critical than that
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of securing adequate financial support. This is
particularly critical for the private black college.
Today, we have approximately 114 HBCUs in the United
States with an appreciable degree of academic
respectability. Yet, according to studies of alumni
support, all alumni of black colleges give less than
$7,000,000 annually to their alma maters.
With the nation facing the prospect of declining
enrollment in the 1980s and 1990s, administrators of private
colleges and universities must understand and utilize those
individuals and groups which support them. They must know
their alumni and how to motivate the donors to increase
their contributions, while at the same time motivating the
non—donors to become financially involved.
The review of the literature reveals that a relatively
broad range of variables have been studied, including
general attachment to the institution, attitudes toward the
alma mater, and characteristics of alumni donors and
non—donors. A thorough understanding is needed of
individual donors and non—donors regarding their college
experiences and present circumstances. The financial need
of private higher education, particularly HBCUs, is too
pressing to merely speculate about relationships between
alumni characteristics and financial support. The remaining
chapters outline and eaqplore existing relationships.
Chapter III presents the methodology of the study. The
population, sampling procedure, and instrumentation are
discussed followed by an explanation of the statistical
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procedures used to analyze the data.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to determine whether
alumni donors and non-donors differ in any areas of
characteristics related to the act of giving. The areas of
alumni characteristics (independent variables) explored in
this study include: (1) academic experiences; (2) level of
alumni involvement; and (3) adequacy of communications from
Atlanta University.
This chapter is devoted to a presentation of the design
of the study. This will include: (1) Description of the
sample and sampling procedures; (2) Instrumentation; and (3)
Data analysis procedures.
Description of the Sample
The population for the study included those alumni who
attended Atlanta University between 1949 and 1986. The year
1949 was chosen as the base year because this was the first
graduation class at the master's level for all five schools
within the University. With the cooperation and assistance
of the Alumni Affairs Office, names and addresses were
obtained for all alumni who attended during those years.
Sampling Procedure
A total of 3,015 names representing the years 1949 to
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1986 were provided by the Office of Alumni Affairs. Ten
percent of this number, or 305 names, was randomly selected
and the following years were thus represented: 1949, 1951,
1957, 1960. 1972. 1974, 1977, 1981, 1984, and 1986.
A total of 35 questionnaires were returned because
respondents had moved and left no forwarding address or had
died. Three questionnaires viere deleted from the sample due
to refusal to participate in the survey. Out of the 305
questionnaires mailed, 96 useable responses were obtained;
thus, thirty percent of the sample responded within the time
limit established for the study.
Instrumentation
The data collection instrument was a mailed
questionnaire. This method of collecting data was decided
upon for two reasons. First, a review of the literature on
education research indicated frequent use of this approach.
Second, the frequency with which alumni have been requested
to provide information regarding their giving patterns
testifies to the reliability of the questionnaire as a
research tool.
Several researchers have developed questionnaires to
gather information regarding alumni characteristics.
Questionnaires developed by Koole (1981) and Korvas (1984)
were reviewed for their application to this study and were
found to be very similar to the final instrument employed in
this study. The instrument developed by Koole was adapted
for this study; it solicited both objective and subjective
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answers from alumni. His questionnaire was tested for
reliability and validity by a panel of educational
specialists to determine if the major research objectives
were adequately covered and defined by the survey
instrument.
The researcher devised a set of questions that would
specifically address the research questions delineated in
Chapter I. Attention was given to asking questions in a
manner which allowed for multiple choice answers or a narrow
range of subjective responses. The questionnaire contained
a combination of open end, "yes-no", and multiple-choice
questions. The open end items provided opportunities for the
respondents to express their opinions on definite questions.
An effort was made to keep the instrument as brief as
possible to avoid discouraging alumni from failing to
respond due to the length of the questionnaire. The
questionnaire was pre-tested by alumni within the Atlanta
University Center who were not graduates of Atlanta
University. They were asked for their input regarding the
ease with which they completed the instrument. Questions
were eliminated that caused confusion or poor responses on
the part of the respondent. Revisions resulting from the
pre-test were considered as helpful in establishing the
overall reliability of the instrument. Regarding the
instrument's validity, the review of the literature on
alumni giving revealed a number of characteristics
previously found to measure certain aspects of the act of
alumni giving. This information was used in the development
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oF the instrument. Additionally, the instrument uas
reviewed by two educational research specialists to
determine iF the major research objectives were adequately
covered by the study instrument.
The questionnaire was mailed with a cover letter to
each oF the randomly selected subjects. The cover letter
was signed by the Director oF Alumni AFFairs in an eFFort to
place greater importance on participation in the study. The
purpose oF the study was explained in the cover letter.
ConFidentiality was discussed in the cover letter with an
explanation to the alumnus that her/his answers would only
be used in a group analysis. For their convenience in
responding, stamped return envelopes were provided.
The questionnaire collected inFormation From alumni on
the Following characteristics/attitudes: sex, age, children
in college, current income, geographic residence, grade
point average, year oF graduation. Financial contributions
to undergraduate and graduate alma maters, level oF
involvement in alumni activities, present knowledge oF
Atlanta University, quality oF education received, etc. (A
copy oF the instrument is Found in the Appendix).
Data Analysis Procedures
This study investigated whether diFFerences existed
between alumni who had and those who had not donated to
their alma mater during the past Five years. This behavior
was measured by the Fact oF giving, the dependent variable,
"donor status". Donor status was determined by respondents'
response to the question: "Have you made a Financial
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contribution to Atlanta University in the past five years?"
A yes response was coded as donor, whereas a no response was
coded as non-donor.
To answer the research qiuestions, it was determined to
compile data sufficient to indicate that whether alumni were
donors or non—donors depended on one or more alumni
characteristics. Descriptive statistics were used to report
personal data. Frequency and percent tables were used to
present these findings. To test the three hypotheses, the
researcher used the Pearson product-moment linear
correlation coefficient (r) to determine whether there were
significant relationships in donor status (dependent
variable) with regard to involvement in alumni association,
participation in A. U. activities, adequacy of communications
from A. U., and attitudes toward the quality of education
received (independent variables). The hypotheses were
tested for statistical significance at the .05 level of
significance. Although the majority of the data were
nominal or ordinal levels of measurement, the researcher
assumed that the categories being measured represented
roughly equal steps on the measurement, and the variables
were used as interval variables. This was done by assigning
sequential numbers to the categories. Dichotomous
(two-category) nominal variables were also assigned
numerical values. One advantage of the Pearson correlation
coefficient is that it indicates whether the association is
positive or negative. A negative coefficient means that,
when one variable is higher in value, the other variable
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tends to be lower in value. A positive coefficient means
that, when one variable is higher, the other variable also
tends to be higher. For example, we might esqpect the
correlation between education and income to be positive.
The reader is referred to Hedderson (1987, Chapter 7) for
further reference to the use of categorical variables in
Pearson correlation. Other studies have analyzed data
similar in type to those which wore gathered in this study.
The chi-square test and analysis of variance (ANOVA)
statistical procedures were generally used in the analysis
process.
Koole (1981) used the chi-square test to determine
whether a dependent relationship existed between the
characteristics tested and an alumnus' donating habits. Two
types of chi-square tests were employed. The first involved
the chi-square test of significance for data involving two
variables, one of which was nominal—dichotomous and the
other of which was nominal and more than dichotomous. The
second chi-square test was for data involving two variables,
both of which were nominal—dichotomous. In both tests, the
criterion used to predict significance was the .05 level.
Korvas (1984) employed two inferential statistical
techniques to analyze his data. In the first phase of the
analysis, an analysis of variance was used to test for
statistical significance of hypotheses related to the fact
of giving at the .05 level of significance. The second
statistical technique used was the discriminant analysis
techniques which tested hypotheses related to the magnitude
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of giving.
In the present study, these tests were not appropriate
due to the sample size. In cases where the expected
frequencies were very small (less than 5 in a cell), the
chi—square test may have yielded an inflated chi—square
value.
Chapter IV presents the analysis of the data. Chapter




This chapter presents the Findings From the various
statistical analyses perFormed on the data From this study.
These results are presented in three sections. Section one
oF this chapter presents descriptive summaries oF the
demographic characteristics oF the sample (personal
characteristics, education, employment and income). Section
two presents the Findings which speciFically address the
study hypotheses. The third section presents the Findings
which help describe other study variables, such as reasons
For giving, level oF contribution, and knowledge oF current
state oF aFFairs at Atlanta University, and the dependent
variable oF donor status.
The statistical analysis used was Pearson (r)
correlation coeFFicients.
Description oF Sample
Table 2 shows the distribution oF donors and
non—donors For this sample. More than halF oF the
respondents were donors (59.4X), whereas 39. 6X were
non-donors. Table 3 shows the distribution oF the responses
oF alumni donors regarding the amount oF their





Distribution of Sample by Donor Status
(Made a Financial Contribution)
Response Category N %
Yes 57 59. 4
No 38 39. 6
No response 1 1.0
Total 96 100. 0
Table 3
Distribution of Donor Responses by Range of Giving
Range of Contribution N %
$25-$49 29 50. 9
$50-$99 15 26. 3
$10O or above 13 22. 8
Total 57 100. O
Tables 4a to 4f show the distribution of alumni by age
range, sex, number of children, whether children currently
attend or have previously attended Atlanta University, and
geographic region of residence.
The majority of the alumni were in the 31-39 age range
(30.2X), and 60 or above (25.OX). More females (62.5X) than
males (36.5X) responded to the survey. When examining the
number of children, there is almost an equal split between
those respondents with no children (41.7%) and those with
children (47.9X). Of those alumni with children, about half
had only one to two children (21.9X). The majority of those
alumni with children do not have children presently enrolled
(56.3%) or ever enrolled (50.0%) at Atlanta University. The
majority of the alumni reside in states located in the
Southeast (74.0%).
Education
Tables 5a to 5h summarize the highest degree earned,
year degree received, school from which degree received,
grade point average, where undergraduate degree received,
whether support is given to undergraduate school, benefit of
education in pursuing a vocation after graduation, and
source of funds while enrolled at Atlanta University.
The majority of the alumni received the Masters degree
(85.4%) and six alumni received the doctorate (6.3%). There
was a fairly equal distribution between the year the degree
was received, with 1977 (12.5%) having the highest number of
responses, followed by 1984 and 1986 (11.5%) and 1960 and




Percent Distribution of Respondents by Age Range, Sex,
Number of Children, Whether Children Attend or Have Attended
AU., and Geographic Region of Residence
A. Age Range (Years)









N 60 35 95
% 62. 5 36. 5 99. 0
C. Number of Children
0 1-2 3-4 5—over Total
N 40 21 17 8 86
% 41. 7 21.9 17. 7 8. 3 89. 6
D. Children Currently Attend A. U.
Yes No Not Applicable Total
N 2 54 39 95
% 2. 1 56. 3 40. 6 99. 0
E. Children Previously Attended A. U.
Yes No Not Applicable Total
N 3 48 42 93
% 3. 1 50. 0 43. 8 96. 9
F. Geographic Region of Residence
Southeast East North
Central East
Midwest Far West Total
N 71 5 12 6 1 95
X 74. 0 5.2 12.5 6.3 1.0 99. 0
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Table 5
Percent Distribution of Respondents by Degree Earned, Year
Degree Received, School From Which Degree Received, Grade
Point Average, Undergraduate School, Support of
Undergraduate School, Benefit of Education in Pursuing a

















B. Year Degree Received
1949 1951 1957 1960 1972
N 9 9 6 10 8
% 9. 4 9. 4 6. 3 10. 4 8. 3
1974 1977 1981 1984 1986 Total
N 6 12 10 11 11 92
% 6. 3 12. 5 10. 4 11. 5 11.5 95. 8
C. School From Which Degree Received
Art/Sciences Business Adm. Education
N 15 10 23
% 15. 6 10. 4 24. 0
Library/Information Social Work. Total
N 12 34 94
% 12. 5 35. 4 97. 9
D. Grade Point Average
3.00-3.34 3.35-3.64 3. 65-3.84 3.85-4.00 Total
N 23 28 17 14 82
X 24. 0 29.2 17.7 14.6 86. 4
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Table 5 Continued
E Where Undergraduate Degree Received
HBCU Non-HBCU Total
N 70 25 95
% 72. 9 26. 0 99. O
F. Support Undergraduate School
Yes No Total
N 37 57 94
% 38. 5 59. 4 97. 9
G. Benefit of Education in Pureuing; a Vocation
Extremely Helpful Little No Value Total
Helpful Value
N 53 32 5 2 92
% 55- 2 33. 3 5. 2 2. 1 95. 8
H. Source of Funds While Enrolled at A. U.
Savings Parents Employment Scholarship
N 11 11 29 19
% 11. 5 11. 5 30. 2 19. 8
Loans Grant(s) Other Total
N 10 9 5 94
% 10. 4 9. 4 5. 2 97. 9
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Work (35.4%), Education (24.0%), and Arts and Sciences
(15.6%). Most alumni earned grade point averages of 3.35 to
3.64 (29.2%) or 3.00 to 3.34 (24.0%). A majority of alumni
received their undergraduate degree from a HBCU (72.9%);
however, only 38.5% support their undergraduate school. In
terms of the benefit of their graduate education in pursuing
a vocation after graduation, slightly more than half of the
alumni stated that their training was extremely helpful
(55.2%), whereas only 2. 1 % felt that their training was of
no value. Most alumni reported that employment was the
single most important source of funds while at Atlanta
University (30.2%), followed by scholarship (19.8%) and
savings or parental support (11.5%).
Employment and Income
The distribution of responses for occupation is shown
in Table 6. There was an almost equal split between
Educators (25.0%) and Social Service Providers (21.9%). The
next highest percentage was Retired (16.7%).
Table 7 shows the current income distributions for
this sample. Most of the alumni earn between $15,001 and
$25,000 (34.4%). The next highest income range was $25,001
to $35,000 (26.0%). Only one in the sample made over
$100,000.
Study Hypotheses
The study hypotheses were tested using Pearson
correlation at the .05 level of significance. Table 8
shows the Pearson correlation coefficients in which the
three predictor variables (quality of education alumni
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involvement, and communications from the University) were
matched against the criterion variable (donor status) to
determine whether a relationship existed. SigniFicant
relationships are noted in bold type. The table also
reFlects unhypothesized statistical Findings which bear a
relationship to the research Questions. Twenty—one separate
correlation analyses were perFormed matching donor status
with alumni characteristics.
Null Hypothesis 1: There is no statistically
SigniFicant relationship between alumni donors and
non—donors and perceptions oF quality oF education received
at Atlanta University. The null hypothesis was accepted.
There is no SigniFicant relationship between quality oF
education and donor status.
Null Hypothesis 2: There is no statistically
SigniFicant relationship between alumni donors and
non-donors and level oF involvement in the Alumni
Association and Atlanta University sponsored activities.
The null hypothesis was rejected. The Pearson correlation
test yielded signiFicance at the .05 level. Donors are more
Involved in alumni activities than non-donors.
Null Hypothesis 3: There is no statistically
SigniFicant relationship between donors and non-donors and
adequacy oF communications From Atlanta University regarding
its needs and programs. The null hypothesis was accepted.
There is no SigniFicant relationship between alumni donors
and non—donors regarding their attitudes toward the adequacy
oF the University's communications with alumni.
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Table 6
Distribution oF Respondents by Occupation
N %
Educator 24 25. O
Administrator 5 5. 2
Social Service Provider 21 21.9
Business 7 7. 3
Librarian 10 10. 4
Retired 16 16. 7
Other 9 9. 4
Total 92 95. 8
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Table 7
Distribution of Respondents by Income
Response N %
Under $7,500 4 4. 2
$7,501-$15,000 5 5. 2
$15,001-$25,000 33 34. 4
$25,001-$35,000 25 26. 0
$35,001-$50,000 15 15. 6
$50,001-$100,000 10 lO. 4
Over $100,000 1 1.0
Total 93 96. 9
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Table 8
Pearson Correlation CoefFicients For Selected Variable
Comparisons With Donor Status (P = .05)
Variable CoeFFicient SigniFicant
Quality oF Education . 1849 No
Alumni Involveoient . 5680 Yes
Communications .0642 No
Degree Earned . 1783 No
Year Degree Earned 2122 Yes
School -. 1956 ’ No
Grade Point Average -.0812 No
Undergrad School -.0859 No
Support Undergrad .3112 Yes
BenePit oP Education -.2283
1
Yes
Source oF Funds -.1502 No
Knowledge oP APPairs .1960 Yes
InFormed About A. U. .0642 No
Sex . 1408 No
Age . 2822 Yes
Number oF Children .0077 No
Children Attend A. U. . 1128 No
Children Attended A. U. . 1745 No




The data were further examined to determine whether
there were other significant relationships. It can be seen
from Table 8 that there were significant relationships
between donor status and the following alumni
characteristics: year degree received, financial support of
undergraduate school, benefit of Atlanta University training
in pursuing a vocation, age, and income. The negative
values of the coefficients reflect an inverse relationship
for the following variables: year degree received and
benefit of education. This was due to the fact that the
higher level of the scale was given the lower score when
computing. For example, "Extremely helpful" — 1; “Helpful"
— 2; "Little value" — 3; and "No value" — 4.
Independent (Predictor) Variables and Donor Status
Reasons for Giving
Respondents were asked to rank their reasons for giving
or not giving to the university from 1 to 5, with 1 being
most important. Tables 9 and lO show the responses of
each group for items ranked as most important. The majority
of the donors (31.3X) gave because they felt Atlanta
University needs financial support. The next highest
response was "Asked to give" (10.4X). Several responses
were given in the "Other" category (4.2X) and included such
statements as "Atlanta University (private college) needs
alumni dedication"; "Because I want to"; and "A Black
University and I am Black".
Reasons for Not Giving
The majority of non-donors (14. 6X) did not make a
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Table 9
Percent Dietribution of Alumni Responses
Regarding Most Important Reasons for Giving (n=54)
Response Category N X
A.U. Needs Financial Support
Most Important 30 31.3
Asked to give
Most Important 10 10. 4
Received a Fellouship/Grant
Most Important 5 5.2
I Always Give to mv Alma Mater
Most Important 5 5.2
Other





Distribution of Alumni Responses
Important Reasons for Not Giving (n=38)
Response Category N %
Cannot Afford to Give
Most Important 14 14.6
Other
Most Important 9 9.3
I Have not Heard From A. U.
Most Important 5 5.2
Undergrad School a Priority
Most Important 5 5.2
Adverse Publicity
Most Important 5 5. 2
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contribution because they cannot afford to give. The
non-donors did not rank, their responses from most to least
important, giving only 1 to 2 responses. The "Other"
category yielded the next highest response (9.3X). Reasons
given in this category included: "I plan to give in the
near future"; "In-kind contribution"; "Why do you still have
the same president?"; "I do not have a good job"; "Atlanta
University must do better"; "Atlanta University owes me
money"; "Need annual reminder"; and "Has not been a
priority".
Respondents were asked to rate their knowledge of the
current state of affairs at Atlanta University. Table 11
shows their responses. The majority of both donors and
non—donors rated their knowledge as average (28.8% and
29.7, respectively).
Table 11
Distribution of Responses Regarding Knowledge of Current
State of Affairs at Atlanta University
Response Category Donor Non-Donor
N % N %
Excellent 9 15. 8
Good 13 22. 8 10 27. 0
Average 17 23. 8 11 29. 7
Fai r 9 15. 8 8 21.6
Poor 9 15. 8 8 21.6
Total 57 100. 0 37 99. 9
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To answer research question #5, crosstabulations were
done on selected questionnaire items to determine if there
were any differences between donors and non—donors and
demographic and personal variables. Tables 12 to 20 present
the findings. All respondents holding the doctorate degree
were donors. The majority of donors (85.7%) and non-donors
(89.5%) earned the masters degree. The Schools of Social
Work (28.6%) and Education (25.0%) had more donors than Arts
and Science, Business Administration, and Library and
Information Studies. However, the School of Social Work was
also highest among non-donors (47.4%). Alumni who earned
the degree in earlier years (1949 to 1960) tended to be
donors (44.5%); whereas alumni earning the degree between
1977 and 1986 tended to be non-donors (65.8%).
There was an almost equal split between donors and
non—donors and where the undergraduate degree was received.
Most alumni, regardless of donor status, attended a
historically black college or university. Additionally, the
majority of the donors (51.8%) provided financial support to
their undergraduate alma mater, whereas the majority of
non—donors (78.9%) did not.
There was no significant difference between sex and
donor status. The majority of both donors (59.6%) and
non—donors (68.4%) were female. There was a tendency for
persons 50 years and above to be more generous (52.7%).
The majority of non—donors (44. 7%') were in the 31 to 39 age
range.
The majority of donors were represented by Educators
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Table 12







Masters 48 85. 7 34 89. 5
Specialist 1 1.8 4 10. 5
Doctorate 6 10. 7 - -






Donor Status by Year Degree Received
Response Category Donor Non-Donor
N % N %
1949 6 11. 1 3 7. 9
1951 8 14. 8 1 2. 6
1957 3 5. 6 3 7. 9
1960 7 13. 0 3 7. 9
1972 5 9. 3 3 7. 9
1974 6 11. 1 - -
1977 6 11.1 6 15. 8
1981 3 5. 6 7 18. 4
1984 5 9. 3 6 15. 8
1986 5 9. 3 6 15. 8
Total 54 100% 38 100%
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Table 14
Donor Status by School Where Degree Received
Response Category Donor Non—Donor
N X N X
Arts and Sciences 11 19. 6 5 13. 2
Business Administration 8 14. 3 2 5. 3
Education 14 25. 0 8 21. 1
Library and Information Studies 7 12. 5 5 13. 2
Social Work 16 28. 6 18 47. 4
Total
Table 15
56 lOOX 38 lOOX
Donor Status by Where Undergraduate Degree Received
Response Category Donor Non—Donor
N % N X
HBCU 44 77. 2 27 71.1
Non-HBCU 13 22. 8 11 28.9
Total 57 lOOX 38 lOOX
Table 16
Donor Status by Financial Support of Undergraduate School
Response Category Donor Non—Donor
N % N X
Yes 29 51.8 8 21.1
No 27 48. 2 30 78.9
Total 56 lOOX 38 lOOX
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Table 17
Donor Statue by Sex
Reaponee Category Donor Non--Donor
N % N %
Female 34 59. 6 26 68. 4
Male 23 40. 4 12 31.6
Total 57 lOOX 38 lOOX
Table 18
Donor Statue by Age
Reeponee Category Donor Non-Donor
N % N %
21 - 30 5 8. 8 6 15. 8
31 - 39 13 22. 8 17 44. 7
40 - 49 9 15. 8 7 18. 4
50 - 59 12 21.1 2 5. 3
60 and above 18 31.6 6 15. 8
Total 57 ioo% 38 lOOX
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Table 19







Educator 16 29. 1 8 21.6
Administrator 5 9. 1 - -
Social Service Provider 6 lO. 9 15 40. 5
Business 5 9. 1 2 5. 4
Librarian 6 10. 9 4 10. 8
Retired 13 23. 6 3 8. 1








Response Category Donor Non-•Donor
N % N X
Under $7,500 2 3. 6 2 5. 4
$7,501 - 15,000 4 7. 1 1 2. 7
$15,001 - 25,000 16 28. 6 17 45. 9
$25,001 - 35,000 11 19. 6 14 37. 8
$35,001 - 50,000 14 25. 0 1 2. 7
$50,000 - 100.000 8 14. 3 2 5. 4
Over $100,000 1 1.8 - -
Total 56 ioo% 37 lOQX
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(29.1%) and Retired (23.6%) alumni; non—donors tended to be
Social Service Providers (40.5%). In the area of income,
the majority of donors and non-donors (28.6 and 45.9%
respectively) earned $15,001 to $25,000.
Responses to Open-End Question
Table 21 lists the responses to the following question
in order of frequency of occurrence:
If you had to identify one factor among all others
which would compel you to give to Atlanta University, what
would that factor be? Quotes chosen by the researcher




Summary of Responses to Question Regarding Factors Which
Would Compel Alumni to Give to Atlanta University
Donors
. Financial need (6)
. Possible demise of school; threat of closing (5)
. Its meaningful survival (4)
. Support of predominantly black institutions of higher
education (4)
. Loyalty to black institutions and to alma mater (2)
. Knowing that needy students would be helped
. I am a minority and Atlanta University is a minority
institution
. To rescue a historic black institution
. A written reminder; Ask often, by mail or telephone;
More information on recent achievements of Atlanta
University;
. Presidential accountability; More sound fiscal and
academic management; Replace current president and
reorganization of the Board; Someone taking control
of the university and running it well.
. To find out what my contribution will be used for
. Alumni fund drive
. Commitment to the School of Social Work
Non—Donors
. Communication/information/correspondence; More
information about school activities, not just
financial need; Personal contact; Annual reminder
of needs, progress, and programs.
. Survival of Black colleges and universities (4)
. Financial need of Atlanta University (3)
. Financial ability to do so (3); Higher incon» (3)
. The fact that I am an alumnus
Stop asking for money all the time
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Table 21 Continued
. A respected leadership with a strong program
. A change in top management
. Lowering tuition
. Proper management of university funds
Summary of Findings
The Pearson correlation coefficient was applied to the
data to test the three hypotheses of the study. The data
were examined to determine if significant differences
existed between donors and non-donors. Commonly accepted
measures of significance were used to measure the level of
significance. In all cases, the .05 level was used.
The data in this chapter indicated that there is a
statistically significant relationship between alumni donors
and non—donors and involvement in the Alumni Association and
Atlanta University activities. The data also showed that
there were no statistically significant relationships
between donors and non—donors and quality of education
received; and adequacy of communication from Atlanta
University. Chapter V will discuss the findings, present
conclusions, and offer recommendations.
CHAPTL.R V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Chapter V reviews the background. and intent of this
study and summarizes the results of the research. This
chapter consists of four sections. The first section
summarizes the problem under study and the methodology
employed. Section two contains a discussion of the major
findings. In section three, a discussion of the
theoretical and practical implications of the study findings
is presented. Section four examines methodological issues
and submits recommendations for future research in this
area. Included in this section are the possible
explanations for the failure of the data to support donor
and non—donor differences.
Summary of Problem and Methodology
The purpose of this study was to determine which alumni
characteristics may influence the giving patterns of
graduates of Atlanta University. America's private colleges
and universities face a future complicated by continued cost
increases and potential declining enrollments. A primary
threat has been and. indications are will continue to be,
inadequate funding. With HBCUs in general, and Atlanta
University in particular, facing a future complicated by
continued cost increases and declines in enrollment,
administrators must maximize every legitimate source of
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revenue. As indicated in Chapter II, alumni could have a
profound effect on their alma mater if their level of
support were increased. A proper understanding of alumni
characteristics and attitudes toward giving which are
predictive of donors, may aid college officials in raising
funds from their alumni constituencies.
Theories undergirding this study are based upon
attitude and motivation. This theoretical premise proposes
that whether alumni will donate funds to their alma mater
can be predicated upon the alumnus' attitude toward the
University which may or may not motivate her/him to give.
Alumni giving has always been vital to colleges and
universities in the United States. Studies reviewed and
presented in the review of the literature were centered on
the determination of patterns of alumni giving. The
financial need of private higher education, particularly
HBCUs, is too pressing to merely speculate about the
relationships between alumni characteristics and financial
support.
Three independent variables were used in the analysis
to determine if there were identifiable factors which
possibly influence alumni giving to the University. These
factors included perceptions of the quality of education
received, involvement in the Alumni Association and other
A. U. activities, and communications from the institution.
The study sought to obtain answers to the research
questions and hypotheses delineated in Chapter I of this
study. A descriptive research method, using the Atlanta
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University as a case study, was employed in the study.
The data were collected from responses to the Atlanta
University Alumni Survey, developed by the researcher, which
was mailed to 305 alumni and returned by 96. Of the 96
alumni, 57 were donors (having made a financial contribution
during the past 5 years) and 38 were non—donors (having made
no contribution during the same 5—year period). After a
reasonable period of time, the data were tabulated and
appropriate statistics were computed. As quesionnaires were
returned, each was checked and coded for analysis. After
coding, the data were transferred to SPSS^c coding forms and
analyzed by computer.
The three areas of alumni characteristics examined in
this study included: (1) academic experiences, (2) alumni
involvement/attitudes, and (3) personal data and present
circumstances.
Summary of Findings
This section contains a discussion of the major
findings which relate to the research questions and study
hypotheses.
Hypothesis 1
The first hypothesis predicted that there was no
statistically significant relationship between alumni donors
and non—donors and perceptions of quality of education.
There was no statistically significant relationship found.
Both donors and non-donors rated the quality of their
education as good or excellent. This finding is in contrast
to alumni donors’ attitude toward the benefit of their
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training in pursuing a vocation. Donors felt that their
training uas extremely helpful <66.7X), whereas non-donors
felt that their training was only helpful (45.9X). Korvas
(1984) addressed a similar issue in his study and found that
quality of education available at his school was found to
have a significant relationship between alumni donors and
non—donors.
Hypothesis 2
The second hypothesis predicted that there was no
statistically significant relationship between alumni donors
and non-donors and level of involvement in the Alumni
Association and other alumni activities. Alumni who were
actively involved in the Alumni Association were more
supportive than alumni who were not involved actively. The
results also indicated that the more often alumni
participated in A.U. alumni activities, such as the Annual
Alumni Reunion, alumni meetings, recruitment, phonathons,
and Charter Day, the more likely they were to be donors. A
possible explanation for this trend could be due to their
experiences within the alumni association. In this case,
alumni would be constantly apprised of the various needs of
the University while working with the association. They may
also have become more aware of the need for financial
support, better acquainted with those persons within the
institution who initiate the requests for support, thus
being more apt to participate.
The same findings were derived from the studies by
Caruthers (1973), McNulty (1977), Koole (1981), and Korvas
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(1984), all of whom found a positive relationship between
alumni involvement in alumni association sponsored events
and alumni giving.
Hypothesis 3
The third hypothesis predicted that there was no
statistically significant relationship between alumni donors
and non-donors and adequacy of communications from Atlanta
University about its needs and programs. There was no
statistically significant relationship found. Alumni donors
and non—donors both feel that the University does not keep
them adequately informed (53.7X) and 59.5X) respectively).
This finding shows a connection to the responses given
by alumni to an open-ended question which asked them to
identify one factor among all others which would compel them
to give to Atlanta University. A frequent response by both
donors and non—donors was related to lack of communication.
This finding may be compared with Andrews' (1953) study
which found that givers proved more tolerant of various
forms of pressure and of multiple appeals, and that generous
giving proceeds usually from personal contact with the
problem.
Conclusions
Within the scope and limitations of this
following conclusions, based on the findings, are
1. The majority of the alumni respondents made






2. There was no evidence that donor status was influenced
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by alumni perceptions of the quality of education
received.
3. Alumni who were involved in the Alumni Association and
participated in Atlanta University activities were more
supportive than alumni who were not involved.
4. There is no relationship between communications from the
University and alumni giving. Most alumni, regardless
of donor status, feel that the University does not keep
them adequately informed about its needs and programs.
5. The year the degree was received influences donor
status. The majority of the donors received their
degree in the earlier years (1949—1960), whereas the
majority of the non—donors are concentrated in the
later years (1977-1986).
6. While the majority of both donors and non-donors
received their undergraduate degrees from HBCUs, donors
were more supportive of their undergraduate school than
non—donors.
7. Donors tend to be older than non-donors. Alumni 50
years and over tend to be more supportive than younger
alumni. This finding correlates with the year degree
received. Age was also a factor in the studies by
McNulty (1976), Koole (1981), and Korvas (1984). They
also found that older alumni were more supportive than
younger alumni.
8. The income of alumni is predictive of alumni support.
Alumni with higher incomes were more supportive than
alumni with lower incomes.
84
9. Alumni donors can also be profiled by sex. Female
donors contributed more frequently than male donors.
10. While not statistically significant at the .05 level,
alumni who rated their knowledge of the current state
of affairs at A.U. from poor to excellent showed an
increase in their willingness to provide financial
support as their level of knowledge increased.
Implications
Atlanta University has 11,247 living alumni. If 50
percent gave an average of $100 annually, that would provide
a half million dollars from the alumni. Of all the problems
black colleges and universities face now and in the future,
none is more critical than that of securing adequate
financial support.
Informed and active alumni do not develop
automatically. A significant theoretical implication of the
results is that the graduates' perceptions of the quality of
their education had no significant effect on their
inclination to give in this study. Additionally,
communications from the University have not met donors'
needs, as described by Davis (1969), who accuses colleges of
giving scant attention to donor needs, problems, and
interests. The case to be made here is with those
University-controlled variables. The University must give
attention to donor needs and interests. The implications of
this study are much more pronounced when consideration is
given to the elements of personal attention that are a part
of every successful alumni support effort. There must be a
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systematized approach to encouraging alumni giving.
The 11,247 alumni of Atlanta University represent vast
untapped resources at the local, state, and national levels.
The giving patterns of most of these alumni leaves a lot to
be desired and, as such, needs desperately to be improved.
The survival of HBCUs in general, and Atlanta University in
particular may well depend on the willingness of alumni to
become their major consistent financial supporters.
Recommendations
Methodological Considerations and Future Research
At the outset of this study, it was clearly understood
that confining the study to one institution, a small private
graduate university, would limit the sample size. It is
suggested that future studies on limited populations
consider in—depth interviews with both the alumni and
institutional administrators, such as the Director of Alumni
Affairs, Director of Institutional Development, and the
President.
A second consideration is the survey method itself.
Most studies which have been conducted to date on alumni
characteristics and giving patterns have involved surveys.
However, this does not ameliorate the problems inherent in
such a procedure. One of the most critical hindrances is
the validity of self-report data without behavioral
indicators. With the survey method, this pitfall is
unavoidable to a great extent. This could possibly be
overcome with other research techniques and with stringent
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provisions to detect inconsistencies of responses.
Another concern of this investigation is the procedure
employed to collect the data. The reader will recall that
there was no follow-up on respondents. The question that
may be raised is, how valid are the results when only thirty
percent of the graduates responded? Social scientists have
found it difficult to empirically evaluate this assumption,
particularly the degree to which response bias in a survey
may be a factor in correlational relationships among
variables. In a study conducted by Hogan (1985) comparing
low and high response rates of alumni surveys, it was found
that a low response survey may yield similar distributions
of the independent and dependent variables and that the
relationships among the variables in student follow-up
surveys were not substantially different. However, a caveat
is issued by Hogan that these results should not be taken as
license to ignore the magnitude of the response rate in
alumni follow-up surveys. "The higher the number of
respondents to a survey, the easier the survey is to present
as valid and representative of the cohort. People are
impressed with large numbers of people, although not
necessarily response rates" (p. 24).
In the present study, the question remains: Why did
seventy percent of the alumni who were sent questionnaires
never reply? Could it be that they harbor severe
reservations about the institution?
It is suggested that future research build on the
findings from the present investigation as a foundation for
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comparative investigations with other private HBCUs.
Recommendations for the Institution
The central task. of the administrations in private
colleges and universities is to identify people and
organizations that may be potential sources of support, and
to cultivate systematically the relationships that will make
such support possible. The following recommendations are
suggestions for increasing alumni involvement, based on the
findings of this study.
It was found that older alumni who graduated prior to
1960 were more supportive than younger alumni who graduated
in the later years. A pre—alumni program for current
students should be implemented. The Alumni Association, in
cooperation with faculty and staff, should sponsor workshops
for the students. Student leaders could also bo involved in
volunteer assignments, working closely with the faculty and
alumni on projects such as fund-raising, recruitment.
Charter Day, and other Atlanta University sponsored
activities. The Alumni Associates program at Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University in Blacksburg,
Virginia is a good example of such an approach.
There should be open communication between students,
faculty, and administrators. Students should be treated as
partners in the University and not as mere consumes. If
students sense that there is a mutual sharing of ideas,
needs, and interests, they may be more inclined to give
following graduation.
In view of the relationship between alumni involvement
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and the act of giving, the Alumni Affairs office should
annually survey the graduates regarding their needs and
interests. Alumni programs should be aimed at a cross
section of alumni interest groups to involve as many alumni
as possible. Additionally, the alumni office, faculty and
administration should develop activities for the alumni that
would encourage greater participation. The goal would be to
discourage one-time and/or sporadic involvement. If these
are quality events, perhaps there would be more sustained
and consistent involvement. Use innovation in developing
programs which target specific segments of the alumni
constituency. For example, alumni could be invited to
participate in the classroom as guest lecturers or conduct
seminars and workshops related to their field of interest.
The alumni association and the alumni director, working
closely with institutional development staff and the
president, must pay careful attention to alumni concerns.
Once mutually supportive relationships are developed, the
alumni association with able leadership provides an
organizational base for the generation of significant
financial support through the alumni annual fund and other
fund-raising programs. While the traditional fellowship and
social activities of an alumni association, and regional and
local alumni chapter activities remain important, for the
institution the most important program is fund raising
through annual fund solicitation of alumni.
In view of the relationship between giving and
knowledge of the current state of affairs and adequacy of
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communications from the University, special emphasis should
be given to keeping the alumni informed. Communication is
key to the development of increased alumni support. A
quarterly bulletin will help to keep alumni and friends
informed about the University's needs, programs, and
services. Existing altimni groups, chapters, and programs
should be examined to insure they are involving more than a
small circle of alumni.
The University should develop a more effective data
base for the Alumni Affairs office. It is important to
maintain adequate records on alumni, both those with
consistent giving records, and those who are potential
contributors. Computers have made it possible to develop
highly effective and efficient record systems. The urgency
of generating increased financial support at the lowest
possible cost makes record keeping no small consideration.
Keeping good records is important for other reasons as well.
Atlanta University has among its alumni ranks many talented
and prominent people in many fields. Once identified and
properly motivated, they can provide assistance which goes
beyond giving money, such as student recruitment, job
placement, and governmentrelations. These people can also
be instrumental in generating external support.
Much work has already been done. The re-establishment
of the Office of Alumni Affairs in 1985 was a step in the
right direction. It has been demonstrated that under the
leadership of an effective Alumni Affairs Director more
funds can be generated. This study has targeted that
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audience from which funds have traditionally been generated.
Communication with alumni is key to a successful alumni
affairs program. Alumni want to be informed about the
University’s needsj programs, and services.
It is felt that a continuation of studies of this type
will yield data that will provide greater Insight into many










Dear Atlanta University Alumnvis:
We need your help in the most important research effort Atlanta Univer¬
sity has ever undertaken. The project is an investigation of factors
vAiich influence patterns of alumni giving at the University.
Your participation is very important to us. You are one of two hundred
alumni selected at random to complete this questionnaire. Our ability to ac¬
curately assess how A.U. alumni feel about the university depends upon you.
The results of the research are of particular importance to the university as
it reviews and revises its efforts to strengthen alumni relations. This re¬
search will provide a profile of A.U.'s graduates, which can guide the univer¬
sity and the Alimini Association in p.lanning and, at the same time, provide an
insight into alumni attitudes on a number of issues.
Please assist in this worthvhile effort by talcing five minutes to com¬
plete the enclosed questionnaire. Once received, yoxir answers are anonymously
compiled with group data. Responses are strictly confidential.
Please do not put the questionnaire aside to respond later. Even if you cannot
or will not take the time to complete the questionnaire, please note this on
the form and return it. This, too, is an opinon, and we need every form
returned to insure a more valid survey.
We appreciate your support and look fo2rward to receiving your response within
the next 10 days or sooner.
Atlanta University Alumni Survey
The following questions are designed to provide information
which will allow for a better understanding of Atlanta University
alumni. Your participation is vital for the success of the
survey. Your responses will be kept strictly confidential. Please
return your completed survey in the enclosed envelope.




d. Did not earn a degree
2. In what year did you receive your degree?
3. From which school did you receive your highest degree?





4. What was your approximate A.U. grade point average?5.Where did you receive -your undergraduate degree?
6. Do you regularly provide financial support to the institution
listed in number 5?
a. Yes
b. No





8. During the last two years have you participated in any of the
following A.U. activities? (Please check all that apply)





f. Other (please specify)
1




(If yes, also answer questions 10,11, and 12; if no, also ansvier
question 13)
10. In what range was your contribution?
a. $25 - 49
b. $50 - 99
c. $100 or
more
For questions 11. and 13., please rank responses from 1 to 5 ,
with 1 being mos_t important.11.1 gave to the university because:
a. I was asked to give
b. I received a fellowship or grant during the time I was
enrolled
c. I know A.U. needs financial support
d. I always give to the schools from which I graduated
e. Other (explain)12.Was your contribution designated for the school from which
you received your degree?
a. Yes
b. No13.I have not given to A.U. in the last five years because:
a. I have not heard from the university since graduation






I cannot afford to give
Adverse publicity concerning mismanagement of funds
Other (explain)14.To what degree did your training at A.U. benefit you in pur¬




d. No value15.What was your single most important source of funds while at
A.U.? (check only one)




















e. Poor18.In your opinion, does the university keep you adequately
informed about its needs and new programs?
a. Yes
b. No19.What is your sex?
a. Female
b. Male20.What is your age?
a. 21 - 30
b. 31 - 39
c. 40 - 49
d. 50 - 59
e. 60 +21.How many children do you have?








24. In what state do you reside?25.State your current occupation.
3
26. What is your current total Income?
a. Under $7,500
b. $7,501 - 15,000
c. $15,001 - 25,000
d. $26,000 - 35,000
e. $36,000 - 50,000
f. $50,001 - 100,000
g- Over $100,000
27. If you had to identify one factor among all others which
would compel you to give to A.U., what would that factor be?
Thank you for your cooperation
4 vO
Figure 1
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COMPREHENSIVE INFORMATION CONCERNINGALUMNI SUPPORT
Number Number who Amount of AverageAmount Alumni ChaptersInstitutions ofAlumni Contributed Contribution Given Per Person Chapters to Add
ALABAMA
Alabama A&M University 20,000 25.0 % $ 75,000 $ 15.00 43 10
Alabama State University 18,000 2.0 42,000 105.00 43 15
Concordia College 3,000 39.0 2,000 1.70 5 40
Oakwood College 12,000 15.0 60,000 33.33 19 39
Selma University 10,000 10.0 1,000 1.00 10 15
Talladega College 3,636 30.0 112,882 103.56 30 36
Tbskegee Institute 20,000 37.0 395,964 53.51 75 ?
ARKANSAS
AM&N/UAPB 8,800 4.2 41,500 112.16 16 12Philander Smith College 2,500 9.0 125.00 18 30
CALIFORNIA
Compton Community College 7,500 10.0 15,000 20.00 0 0
DELAWARE




Bethune-Cookman College 4,000 10.0 76,513 191.28 25 4EdwardWaters College 10,000 5.0 50,000 100.00 5 10Florida A&M University 15,000 10.0 58,000 38.66 57 5FloridaMemorial College 3,700 8.0 3,000 + 11.15 12 5
Institutions ofAlumni Contributed Contribution Given Per Person Chapters to Add
GEORGIA c
Albany State College 6,660 6.0 19,333 48.33 20 20 ’
Atlanta University 8,000 12.5 45,000 4.50 16 20
Clark College 7,000 16.0 79,381 70.87 12 9
Morehouse College 4,839 36.1 208,248 118.52 53 ?
Morris Brown C&llege, 6,500 34.1 99,000 44.68 30 6
Paine College 3,010 28.5 53,728 62.40 20 2
Savannah State College 8,000 15.0 25,764 21.47 33 6
Spelman College 5,500 12.7 61,643 87.81 34 5
KENTUCKY
Kentucky State University 6,500 20.0 3,000 2.30 15 6
LOUISIANA
Dillard University 5,000 12.6 54,600 86.26 17 12
Grambling State University 14,000 10.0 116,000 11.43 47 8
Southern University 20,000 10.0 250,000 125.00 100 25
XavierUniversity 6,735 31.8 166,000 77.54 15 ?
MARYLAND
Bowie State College 6,000 1.0 14,718 245.36 11 ?
Coppin State College 4,000 4.0 1,500 9.37 3 8
U. Md. Eastern Shore 2,038 3.4 8,805 127.60 10 20
MISSISSIPPI
Alcorn State University 20,000 9.0 50,000 27.77 60 5
Jackson State University 30,000 10.0 35,000 11.66 97 • 10
Mississippi Ind. College 5,000 35.0 60,000 34.29 20 30
Mississippi Valley Univ. 6,000 8.0 20,000 41.66 35 15
Natchez Jr. College 7,000 10.0 3,500 5.00 1 15
CoahomaJr. College 25,000 5.0 3,000 2.40 6 20
Prentiss Normal & Ind. Inst. 11,000 7.0 2,793 3.62 16 20
Ibugaloo College 3,100 33.0 98,000 95.80 12 25
Rust College 5,400 41.0 86,780 39.10 38 2
.
, .
Number Number who Amountof Average Amount Alumni Chapters
Institutions ofAlumni Contributed Contribution Given Per Person Chapters to Add
MISSOURI
Lincoln University 5,500 9.0 11,440 228.80 19 3
NORTH CAROLINA
Barber-Scotia College 2,100 21.0 25,000 56.69 9 3
Bennett College 4,200 36.1 102,023 67.25 31 8
ElizabethCity State Univ. 8,124 18.0 27,566 18.85 27 6
Fayetteville State Univ. 8,500 12.0 19,455 19.07 24 4
Livingstone College 5,502 "83.0 99,199 21.73 30 25
N. C. A&T State Univ. 35,000 6.0 107,000 49.76 73 10
N. C. Central Univ. 15,000 10.0 40,000 26.67 30 15
St. Augustine’s College 6,000 29.0 80,000 45.98 25 20
Winston-Salem State Univ. 9,000 25.0 35,000 15.55 32 5
OHIO
Central StateUniversity 12,000 8.0 69,350 72.25 23 6
OKLAHOMA
Langston University 8,000 9.0 42,000 57.36 22 15
PENNSYLVANIA
Cheyney State College 12,000 2.0 ? N/A 10 20
SOUTH CAROLINA
AllenUniversity 5,000 N/A N/A N/A 12 22
BenedictCollege 13,000 20.0 70,000 26.92 50 10
South Carolina State 10,000 9.0 47,000 52.22 43 50























Number Numberwbo Amount of Average Amount Alumni Chapters
ofAlumni Contributed Contribution Given Per Person Chapters to Add
4,000 10.2 115,388 282.81 20 6
9,618 15.0 155,782 107.59 21 3
4,567 17.4 118,000 148.80 32 15
4,050 13.9 48,867 86.95 9 3
3,500 18.5 357,150 551.16 15 20
1,000 10.0 7,000 70.00 5 5
20,000 40.0 120,000 60.00 32 15
4,500 16.0 127,500 166.67 52 25
6,000 4.4 32,593 122.99 9 6
1,671 8.6 18,100 125.70 19 10
3,500 18.0 35,000 55.56 5 4
2,280 22.0 30,194 58.40 15 15
20,000 N/A 65,000 N/A 10 25
5,879 52.0 125,000 41.02 13 17
20,000 16.3 401,283 123.09 82 30
11,500 3.5 37,000 90.69 12 4
3,000 21.0 75,513 123.71 17 11








Andrews, F.E. (1953). Attitudes Toward Giving. New
York: Russell Sage Foundation.
Brakeley, G. A. (1980). Tested wavs to successful fund
raising. New York: American Association oF College
Managers.
Fishbein, M. and Ajzen, I. (1975). BelieF. Attitude.
Intention, and Behavior. Menlo Park, CaliFornia:
Addison-Wesley Publishing Company.
Hedderson, J. (1987).SPSSx Made Simple. Belmont, CA:
Wadsworth Publishing Company.
Kerlinger, F.N. (1973). Foundations oF Behavioral
Research. 2nd ed. New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, Inc.
Knudsen, R. B. (1976). New Models For Creative Giving.
New York: Association Press.
Olshavsky, R. W. (1980). Attitude Research Enters the
80s. Chicago: American Marketing Association.
Weiner, B. (1972). Theories oF Motivation. Chicago:
Markham Publishing Company.
Periodicals
Atlanta University (1985). The Atlanta University Alumni
Update. (Atlanta University Alumni Newsletter).
Vol. VI, No. 2.
Atlanta University (1986). The Atlanta University
Alumni Update. (Atlanta University Alumni
Newsletter). Vol. VI, No. 5.
Beckham, M. C. (1986). Alumni class endowment: A new
concept in giving. Fund Raising Management. 16,
3-7.
Brown, T. (1987). New study ranks black colleges over
white colleges. Tonv Brown's Journal. First Quarter,
9-10.
Cheal, D.J. (1986). The social dimensions oF giFt
behavior. Journal oF Social and Personal
Relationships. 3 (4), 423-439.
lOl
Davis, P. (1969). Donor needs. Journal of Higher
Education. XL, 231-234.
Dennis, M. (1986). The efFects oF decreased Federal
Funding on higher education. College and
University. 62, 48-54
Desruisseaux, P. (1987). Surge in GiFts by Individuals
Pushes Private Aid to Colleges to $7.4-Billion.
The Chronicle oF Higher Education. XXXIII, (35), 1
Hammond, M. (1984). Survival oF Small Private Colleges.
Journal oF Higher Education. 55 (3), 360-388.
Hartman, C. (1986). Divestment at Harvard: The alumni
weigh in. Social Policy. 17, 59-61.
Hartnett, R. and Katz, J. (1977). The education oF
graduate students. Journal oF Higher Education.
Vol. XLVIII, No. 6, 646-664.
Herek, G. (1986). The instrumentality oF attitudes:
Toward a neoFunctional theory. Journal oF Social
Issues. 42, 99-114.
Hogan, R. (1985). Response bias in student Follow:up:
A comparison oF low and high return surveys.
College and University. 61 (1), 17-25.
Jackson, T.J. (1985). Bolstering graduate school
enrollments through eFFective use oF alumni. College
and University. Vol. 60, No. 3, 210—218.
Lavery, W.E. (1980). Marshaling the alumni.
Educational Record. 61, 32—36.
Leslie, C. (1987). A separate peace. Newsweek on
Campus. 21-22.
Lyons, D.C. (1987, December). The richest black school.
Ebony, pp. 52—58.
O'Connell, B. (1985). Citizenship and community
Service. Maintaining America's voluntary spirit.
American Association oF Higher Education Bulletin.
38, 3-7
Shepherd, G.J. (1985). Linking attitudes and behavioral
criteria. Human Communication Itesearch. 12,
275-284.
Smart, J. C. (1986). Socioeconomic achievements oF Former
college students. Journal oF Higher Education. 57,
529-549.
102
Taylor, F.C. (1987). Balancing the books at black
colleges. Ulorld. 28, 34—39.
Williams, D. (1987). Is the dream over? Newsweek on
Campus. 10-14.
Wright, S.J. (1981). Black higher education in the
eighties. Educational Record. 62, 54—57.
Doctoral Dissertations
Allen, I.H., Sr. (1981). A comparative study o£ alumni
attitudes toward their alma mater at selected small
black church related colleges in Texas. Dissertation
Abstracts International. 42. 2377A.
Beeler, K. J. (1982). A study of predictors of alumni
philanthropy in private universities. Dissertation
Abstracts International. 43. 375A.
Caruthers, F. A. (1973). A study of certain
characteristics of alumni who provide financial
support and alumni who provide no financial support
for their alma maters. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Oklahoma State University, StilIwater,OK.
Ferguson, S. (1985). A Five Year Case Study of Develop¬
mental Strategies Between Atlanta University and Its
Alumni in the Promotions of Alumni Support of Atlanta
University's Growth. 1974—197^. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Atlanta University, Atlanta, GA.
Koole, R. S. (1881). A study of financially supportive and
financially nonsupportive alumni of Los Angeles
Baptist College. Dissertation Abstracts
International. 42. 4323A. (University Microfilms
No. 82-05679)
Korvas, R.J. (1984). The relationship of selected alumni
characteristics and attitudes to alumni financial
support at a private college. Dissertation
Abstracts International. 45. 2775A. (University
Microfilms No. 84—26808)
McNally, F.E. (1985). An analysis of alumni philanthropy




McNulty, J. W. (1977). Alumni and, giving: A study
oF etudent personnel services and alumni
philanthropy. Unpubliahed doctoral disaertation,
Loyola University, Chicago, Ill.
Unpublished Works
Allen, V. S. (1977). The black, college in Ptonerican
Education. Paper presented at Jackson State
University, Jackson, MS.
(1978). Report on a survey oF alumni
potential oF some 35 historically black
colleges and universities. Paper presented at the
North Carolina A & T University's Urban AFFairs
Institute, April, 1978, Greensboro, NC.
Jennings, R. (March, 1985). Atlanta University Program
Plan: OFFice oF Alumni AFFairs. Atlanta University.
Newspapers
AU's money crisis culminates years oF deFicits, oFFicials
say. (1987, January). Atlanta Journal and
Constitution, p. 2B.
Colleges get more aggressive in quest For major giFts
From individual donors. (1987, May 13). The
Chronicle oF Higher Education, pp. 39, 41.
Desruisseaux, P. (1987, May 13). Surge in giFts by
individuals pushes private aid to colleges to
$7.4—billion. The Chronicle oF Higher Education
pp. 1, 40.
Troubles beset more small, black colleges. (1986,
December) . Atlanta Journal and Constitution.
p. 2A.
Publications oF Limited Circulation
Atlanta University 1985—87 Catalog. (1985, September).
Series N. (190). Atlanta University, Atlanta, GA. ,
26-27.
Turner, B. A. (1983). Present Status and Probable Future
oF the Black College. Published by the author, Texas
Southern University and University oF Houston.
ATLANTA UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION AND POLICY STUDIES
APPROVAL OF DISSERTATION
Full name of student: Jacqueline Everette Brown
Advisor: Dr. Olivia M. Boggs
To the Committee on Graduate Study:
The attached dissertation. An TnypR+.T gg+.-i nn n-r Ti'flf»+.r»T«g
Which Influence Patterns of Alumni Giving at Atlanta University
has been approved by the School of Education in partial fulfillment of the




Date: December A. 1987
